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From: Wetmore, Cynthia
To: Mike Palmer; "Dean, Brian"; Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
Date: Friday, November 21, 2014 11:29:00 AM
Attachments: image003.png


Agreed on robust system comment.  I am unfamiliar with the design requirements to assess whether
 the ISGS for the COCs will be met.  Maybe the VOCs are removed, but at the expense of pCBSA
 reduction.  I just don’t know. 
 
Mike G.?
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: Mike Palmer [mailto:mikepalmer@cox.net] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 10:51 AM
To: 'Dean, Brian'; Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com; Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 


Mike G and Cynthia
Do you agree?
Mike
 
 
From: Dean, Brian [mailto:Brian.Dean@aecom.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 10:43 AM
To: Mike Palmer; Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com; Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 
With HiPOx in line, the lower air to water ratio should be fine in achieving the ISGS discharge
 requirements.  The three systems in series is a relatively robust treatment train.
 
Brian
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From: Mike Palmer [mailto:mikepalmer@cox.net] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 10:11 AM
To: Dean, Brian; Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com; Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 


All
RE the Air stripper issue, Brian and I will address it offline.  We
 need to have all the information at hand and then we can make a
 recommendation to Montrose before proceeding.  Cynthia I will
 keep you posted as we progress but the flow rates from the
 blowers is unacceptable to me.  I agree with Brian we will not
 have this resolved  by next week. 
 
My question to the Brian is there a highly likelihood that with the
 Hip ox system online that we would be able to achieve our ISGS
 for the discharge?  If that is the case I would like to run the batch
 treatment to demonstrate that we can run all of the wells/run the
 treatment train.  I believe this is advantageous.  I realize if we
 don’t pass we would have to redo this test. 
 
Brian please let us know your thoughts.
Mike
 
 
From: Dean, Brian [mailto:Brian.Dean@aecom.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 9:25 AM
To: Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com; mikepalmer@cox.net; Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 
I think we can fix the cavitation problem by next Tuesday – it is a day of welding work.
 
It is unlikely that the air stripper issue can be fixed prior to functional testing.  We are not
 done fighting with QED yet.  Their blowers only did 2,000 to 2,300 cfm each during a dry
 test, so they never achieved 2,600 cfm even under low backpressure conditions.  The total
 pressure loss across the system is only 2” WC over the QED recommended range, and I
 seriously doubt that dropping 2” WC would allow the blowers to achieve the target flow. 
 
In any event, to install a booster blower, we would have to locate and procure an in-stock
 model, build a small equipment pad, revise the steel piping, add a support, run conduit and
 wire between the blower and an empty bucket in the control room, install disconnect, and
 revise PLC program and screen controls.  It is not something that can be completed in 2 or 3
 days. 
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The actual air to water ratio is approximately 36:1.  The design air to water ratio from the
 Revised Basis of Design Report is 48:1.  Air to water ratios above 30 are generally required,
 and air to water ratios above 50 are typically recommended.  The difference in stripping
 efficiency between 36:1 and 48:1 is not that dramatic, but the design ratio was already at
 the low end of the recommended range.  We will continue to address this issue.
 
Brian    
 


From: Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com [mailto:Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2014 9:33 PM
To: Dean, Brian
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com; mikepalmer@cox.net; Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 
Brian,
 
Thanks for the update. Based on some of the problems you noted below, it seems it will take
 a while to resolve them before functional testing can be done, e.g. getting the transfer
 pumps and air stripper issues resolved.  It doesn’t seem like batch testing next Tuesday is
 realistic.
 
Please advise.
 
Mike
Mike Grigorieff, P.E.
Senior Technologist
Industrial Systems Water & Process


 
CH2M HILL
6 Hutton Centre Dr., Suite 700
Santa Ana, CA 92707
PH  714.435.6306
Fax  714.424.2052
Mgrigori@ch2m.com


 
 
 


From: Dean, Brian [mailto:Brian.Dean@aecom.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2014 6:01 PM
To: Mike Palmer; 'Wetmore, Cynthia'
Cc: Grigorieff, Mike/SCO; 'Jaime Dinello'
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 
It’s possible, although Tuesday would be a safer bet.  See below for today’s update:
 


·         Piping and conduit in the intersection complete with one exception; need to make
 connection to 2”x4” G-EW-3 piping.  Will make that connection tomorrow morning
 and pressure test.  Will begin backfilling the intersection with slurry tomorrow
 afternoon.
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·         Installation of power and control wiring to MBFB-EW-1, BF-EW-1, and G-EW-1, and
 UBA-EW-3 is 95% complete.  Will finish tomorrow morning and starting testing the
 controls.    


·         Fiber optic cable was pulled from Satellite #3 to the west end of 204th Street.  Will
 complete installation to control room tomorrow.


·         Will start pulling Satellite #2 fiber optic cable and G-EW-3 power and control wiring
 on Saturday.


·         Completed parking stall stenciling and wheel stop installation. 
·         Completed repaving of Normandie Ave between Stations 113+00 and 116+00.
·         There are 3 transfer pumps that are not working properly:


o   Utility Tank pump 3650A was returned to the supplier for repair under
 warranty this morning (insufficient clearance between impellar and
 housing).


o   Both LGAC feed pumps 3660A and 3660B cavitate badly at flow rates in excess
 of 300 to 500 gpm.  The piping was installed per Drawings M-334 and M-
513, but we may need to reduce the piping size from 12” to 6” diameter
 closer to the feed tank or use eccentric reducers instead of concentric.  We
 are consulting with the pump supplier to get their opinion.


·         We measured 20” of water pressure loss between the air strippers and discharge
 stack, which is pretty low for three VGAC vessels, piping, valves, and duct heater. 
 Nonetheless, QED is claiming that this backpressure is too much for their blowers to
 achieve the design flow rate and is refusing to upgrade their blowers.  QED has
 recommended installation of a booster blower to achieve the target air flow rate of
 5,200 cfm (two operating air strippers).        


 
Brian
 


From: Mike Palmer [mailto:mikepalmer@cox.net] 
Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2014 5:00 PM
To: Dean, Brian; 'Wetmore, Cynthia'
Cc: Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com; 'Jaime Dinello'
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 


Brian
Thanks are we still on for the batch testing on Monday?  Let us
 know since I believe Mike G is planning for that day.
Mike
 
 
From: Dean, Brian [mailto:Brian.Dean@aecom.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 19, 2014 11:39 PM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia; Mike Palmer
Cc: Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com; Jaime Dinello
Subject: TGRS Update
 
Activities completed today:
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·         Continued welding piping in the intersection and installing conduit.  Expect to finish


 tomorrow.  Slurry backfill is scheduled for Friday.


·         Slurry backfilled 204th Street lateral today.  Will repave last 300 LF of Normandie
 Ave tomorrow.


·         Continued pulling wire in Normandie Ave and landing power/control cabling at
 wells/control room.  Will have additional crew tomorrow to pull Satellite #3 fiber
 optic cable.


·         Transported another 60 loads of clean soil today.  Down to last few loads.
·         Completed repaving around treatment plant today; see attached photos.
·         Jacob had a call with QED re: air stripper performance.  He asked them to fix air


 stripper performance at their own cost.
 
Brian








From: Dean, Brian
To: Mike Palmer; Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: help with Fluidized Bed Reactors
Date: Thursday, December 18, 2014 9:29:13 AM
Attachments: image001.png


I spoke with Cynthia and will email her some documentation from 2007.
 


From: Mike Palmer [mailto:mikepalmer@cox.net] 
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2014 9:03 AM
To: 'Wetmore, Cynthia'; Dean, Brian
Subject: RE: help with Fluidized Bed Reactors
 
Brian
I spoke to Cynthia this AM and she just needs information on the
 technology as well as insight into our evaluation of this technology and
 why it was screened out.  I am going to have a couple of calls today, so
 feel free to call her directly.  Let me know the results of that call.
Mike
 
 
From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2014 7:54 AM
To: Mike Palmer; 'Dean, Brian'
Subject: RE: help with Fluidized Bed Reactors
 
Any time before 9?
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: Mike Palmer [mailto:mikepalmer@cox.net] 
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2014 7:37 AM
To: 'Dean, Brian'; Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: help with Fluidized Bed Reactors
 
I have a call at 10 am.  Can we do a quick call at 9 or 930?
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From: Dean, Brian [mailto:Brian.Dean@aecom.com] 
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2014 12:20 AM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: Mike Palmer
Subject: RE: help with Fluidized Bed Reactors
 
I am available anytime tomorrow that works for you and Mike.
 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 17, 2014 6:33 PM
To: Dean, Brian
Cc: Mike Palmer
Subject: help with Fluidized Bed Reactors
 
HI Brian,  Do you have time tomorrow morning to talk about the FBR technology for
 pCBSA?  Thanks. Cynthia
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From: Wetmore, Cynthia
To: Mike Palmer; "Dean, Brian"
Subject: RE: help with Fluidized Bed Reactors
Date: Thursday, December 18, 2014 7:53:00 AM
Attachments: image003.png


Any time before 9?
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: Mike Palmer [mailto:mikepalmer@cox.net] 
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2014 7:37 AM
To: 'Dean, Brian'; Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: help with Fluidized Bed Reactors
 
I have a call at 10 am.  Can we do a quick call at 9 or 930?
 
From: Dean, Brian [mailto:Brian.Dean@aecom.com] 
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2014 12:20 AM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: Mike Palmer
Subject: RE: help with Fluidized Bed Reactors
 
I am available anytime tomorrow that works for you and Mike.
 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 17, 2014 6:33 PM
To: Dean, Brian
Cc: Mike Palmer
Subject: help with Fluidized Bed Reactors
 
HI Brian,  Do you have time tomorrow morning to talk about the FBR technology for
 pCBSA?  Thanks. Cynthia
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From: Yogi, David
To: Wetmore, Cynthia; Barton, Dana; DIAZ, ALEJANDRO; Sanchez, Yolanda; MARTINEZ, YARISSA; LEONIDO-JOHN,


 STEVEN
Cc: Lyons, John
Subject: RE: pCBSA meeting with DAAC and State January 6
Date: Wednesday, December 17, 2014 3:39:17 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Thanks, Cynthia.


Would you also request our TASC Technical Advisors be allowed to participate as well? 
 They will be attending the meetings in both the morning and afternoon.  Thanks!
 
From: Wetmore, Cynthia 
Sent: Wednesday, December 17, 2014 3:04 PM
To: Barton, Dana; DIAZ, ALEJANDRO; Sanchez, Yolanda; MARTINEZ, YARISSA; LEONIDO-JOHN,
 STEVEN; Yogi, David
Cc: Lyons, John
Subject: RE: pCBSA meeting with DAAC and State January 6
 
HI all,
 


Montrose is ok with a Site tour for January 6th; however, as they previously stated they only want
 DAAC and EPA. (State officials have to be another time.) 
 
They also have a waiver that must be signed and follow the tour. 
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: Barton, Dana 
Sent: Wednesday, December 17, 2014 12:41 PM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia; DIAZ, ALEJANDRO; Sanchez, Yolanda; MARTINEZ, YARISSA; LEONIDO-
JOHN, STEVEN; Yogi, David
Cc: Lyons, John
Subject: pCBSA meeting with DAAC and State January 6
 
Hi Team,
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Please save January 6 on your calendars for traveling to LA to meet with community
 members and State representatives on the pCBSA reinjection and Montrose groundwater
 treatment system concerns of the community.  John and I had a conversation with Cynthia
 Babich today about the agenda.   Cynthia B is proposing to hold the meeting at the Holiday
 Inn near the site.  The agenda would include meeting at the Holiday Inn, conducting a tour
 of the community, touring the treatment plant (if possible, Cynthia W) and holding an
 afternoon meeting at the Holiday Inn for discussions about our path forward.
 
We agreed to reserve meeting space at the Holiday Inn for the meeting.  David is going to
 ask Alejandro / Yarissa to reserve the conference room for our use.  I recommend
 submitting your TAs before you leave for Holiday/Annual Leave.
 
Thank you,
Dana
 
Dana Barton
Section Chief, Superfund Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street (SFD-7-2)
San Francisco, CA 94105
tel:  415.972.3087
 
 








From: Wetmore, Cynthia
To: Mike Palmer
Subject: RE: pCBSA
Date: Monday, December 15, 2014 7:36:00 AM
Attachments: image003.png


I think the call is at 4 PM.  I actually need to take Friday off (use or lose) but would be happy to have
 a quick call Friday morning.
 
 
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: Mike Palmer [mailto:mikepalmer@cox.net] 
Sent: Monday, December 15, 2014 7:03 AM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: pCBSA
 


Do you have a time for the follow up call with DTSC re pCBSA on
 Thursday?  I would like to follow up with you after that event is
 concluded and just trying to get some time scheduled on our
 calendars.
Mike
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From: Barton, Dana
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: Re: BAtch Test Results
Date: Thursday, December 11, 2014 5:12:40 PM


Thank you for getting information to Scott before their meeting on Monday.  It just occurred
 to me that it was probably helpful that we put all the effort into the slides. We probably
 provided them the presentation they will use for their meeting with DAAC, which is helpful
 to us!


Sent from my iPhone


On Dec 11, 2014, at 4:50 PM, "Wetmore, Cynthia" <Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov> wrote:


Is it ok to release the batch test data?


From: Wetmore, Cynthia
Sent: Thursday, December 11, 2014 4:50 PM
To: Warren, Scott@DTSC
Subject: Re: BAtch Test Results
 


HI Scott - what time is your meeting on Monday?  I have a slide that I cut from the
 presentation about the HiPox system that might be helpful in your discussion.  I
 can also give some bullet points about the system and cost.


I want to get the ok from Dana before releasing the data.  It's probably ok, but
 you never know.  I will give some bullet points about the data.  I don't want to
 leave the impression that we can get down to ND for pCBSA.  Maybe just
 influent. after hiPox and after air stripper because the after GAc results are not
 real data.


I'll be hime tomorrow afternoon, if you want to talk.  Cynthia


From: Warren, Scott@DTSC <Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov>
Sent: Thursday, December 11, 2014 4:37 PM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=F46447FF86E94ABAABCFAC1009EAAF67-DBARTON

mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov

mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov

mailto:Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov





Subject: RE: BAtch Test Results
 


Cynthia,


 


Thank you.  Would it be ok for me to share the laboratory data and some estimated
 costs at the meeting Monday?  For example I was going to show the treatment system
 and ay that HiPOX annual costs are on the order of $650K/Yr, probably operate at least
 a year and then when influent is less than some magic number like 24 PPM, the HiPOX
 system would be shut down.


 


I’d like to throw in that treating pCBSA to less than 100 ug/L would be on the order of
 $70Mil etc. just so folks in the room have an idea of what numbers we are talking
 about.  I’m not an engineer so I can only talk very broadly about the treatment system
 and I’ll show a treatment system illustration (Based on the figure Geosyntec provided
 in June 2011).


 


I really appreciate your help. 


 


Scott.   


 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, December 11, 2014 4:15 PM
To: Warren, Scott@DTSC
Cc: Barton, Dana; Mayer, Kevin; MARTINEZ, YARISSA
Subject: BAtch Test Results


 


Hi Scott,   


Here are the results from the batch test.  As I mentioned in the call, these were
 from running the system for about 25 minutes which may have misleading
 results.  For example, the ND for pCBSA in the effluent is not what we expect in
 the long term.  Before running the system for 25 minutes (which was the
 maximum storage that I have), we had run clean water through the system.
  This means that the water exiting the GAC is likely the clean water that
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 remained in the GAC after the clean water test.  Also, the influent
 concentrations are higher than anticipated, probably because the closer wells
 with higher concentrations reached the treatment plant faster than the
 further, and less contaminated, dissolved plume wells.  


 


However, even with the limited testing period, the results are positive.  And we
 have confidence now to run the system a little longer without concerns of
 exceedences.  


 


I would like to talk with Dana about if we can release this to the community
 since is rush data w/o validation.  I'll let you know.


 


 


Groundwater Sample Results


 


Influent


·        pCBSA = 51,000 ug/L


·        MCB = 6,600 ug/L


·        CF = 1,400 ug/L


 


Post HiPOx


·        pCBSA = 30,000 ug/L


·        MCB = 2,400 ug/L


·        CF = 1,200 ug/L


 


Post Air Stripper


·        pCBSA = 23,000 ug/L







·        MCB = 53 ug/L


·        CF = 23 ug/L


 


Post LGAC


·        pCBSA = <5 ug/L


·        MCB = <0.5 ug/L


·        CF = <0.5 ug/L


 


Air Sample Results


 


 


Discharge Stack


·        MCB = <0.0005 ppmv


·        CF = <0.0005 ppmv


·        Benzene = 0.0002 J ppmv


 


 


From: Warren, Scott@DTSC <Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, December 10, 2014 8:53 AM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: I think Scott's email is incorrect


 


Cynthia,


 


I’m a geologist with DTSC and I work on the Montrose and Del Amo sites as well as the
 larger LA Basin Groundwater Restoration project.  I was on the USEPA/CalEPA call
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 yesterday morning regarding the Dual Site Groundwater cleanup system and the
 reinjection of pCBSA and I will participate in the Convening with Cynthia Babich next
 Monday 12/15/2014.


 


During the 12/15/2014 convening, I have been tasked with discussing the lateral extent
 of contaminants in groundwater.  I was also asked to briefly discuss the treatment
 system (I’m not an engineer, but will do my best to discuss generalities).


 


I have a few questions that I would really appreciate your help with before the meeting
 next Monday. 


 


1.       USEPA provided a graph  showing the expected concentration of pCBSA on startup and
 after 2 yrs, 5, etc.   Can I get a copy of the graph and slides? 


2.       I think it was you that provided some cost numbers for pCBSA HiPOX operation and a
 timeline for when HiPOX will be used and when it will be shut down.  Can I get the
 capital cost and O&M cost estimates related to the estimated period of HiPOX
 operation.  Added cost estimates for longer HiPOX operation etc.  The cost estimates
 were very good for Executive staff to know and can help in our general discussion on
 Monday.


3.       Water has been extracted and is being held in tanks.  Has any testing been performed
 on the water in the holding tanks?  If so, (and it is has value), can we get and share the
 data at the 12/15/2014 meeting.     


 


Thank you,


 


Scott (714) 484-5462


 


(I’m in meetings all day today but will be available tomorrow if you would like to discuss
 anything)








From: Barton, Dana
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: Re: BAtch Test Results
Date: Thursday, December 11, 2014 5:09:05 PM


Yes.


Sent from my iPhone


On Dec 11, 2014, at 4:50 PM, "Wetmore, Cynthia" <Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov> wrote:


Is it ok to release the batch test data?


From: Wetmore, Cynthia
Sent: Thursday, December 11, 2014 4:50 PM
To: Warren, Scott@DTSC
Subject: Re: BAtch Test Results
 


HI Scott - what time is your meeting on Monday?  I have a slide that I cut from the
 presentation about the HiPox system that might be helpful in your discussion.  I
 can also give some bullet points about the system and cost.


I want to get the ok from Dana before releasing the data.  It's probably ok, but
 you never know.  I will give some bullet points about the data.  I don't want to
 leave the impression that we can get down to ND for pCBSA.  Maybe just
 influent. after hiPox and after air stripper because the after GAc results are not
 real data.


I'll be hime tomorrow afternoon, if you want to talk.  Cynthia


From: Warren, Scott@DTSC <Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov>
Sent: Thursday, December 11, 2014 4:37 PM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: BAtch Test Results
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Cynthia,


 


Thank you.  Would it be ok for me to share the laboratory data and some estimated
 costs at the meeting Monday?  For example I was going to show the treatment system
 and ay that HiPOX annual costs are on the order of $650K/Yr, probably operate at least
 a year and then when influent is less than some magic number like 24 PPM, the HiPOX
 system would be shut down.


 


I’d like to throw in that treating pCBSA to less than 100 ug/L would be on the order of
 $70Mil etc. just so folks in the room have an idea of what numbers we are talking
 about.  I’m not an engineer so I can only talk very broadly about the treatment system
 and I’ll show a treatment system illustration (Based on the figure Geosyntec provided
 in June 2011).


 


I really appreciate your help. 


 


Scott.   


 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, December 11, 2014 4:15 PM
To: Warren, Scott@DTSC
Cc: Barton, Dana; Mayer, Kevin; MARTINEZ, YARISSA
Subject: BAtch Test Results


 


Hi Scott,   


Here are the results from the batch test.  As I mentioned in the call, these were
 from running the system for about 25 minutes which may have misleading
 results.  For example, the ND for pCBSA in the effluent is not what we expect in
 the long term.  Before running the system for 25 minutes (which was the
 maximum storage that I have), we had run clean water through the system.
  This means that the water exiting the GAC is likely the clean water that
 remained in the GAC after the clean water test.  Also, the influent
 concentrations are higher than anticipated, probably because the closer wells
 with higher concentrations reached the treatment plant faster than the
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 further, and less contaminated, dissolved plume wells.  


 


However, even with the limited testing period, the results are positive.  And we
 have confidence now to run the system a little longer without concerns of
 exceedences.  


 


I would like to talk with Dana about if we can release this to the community
 since is rush data w/o validation.  I'll let you know.


 


 


Groundwater Sample Results


 


Influent


·        pCBSA = 51,000 ug/L


·        MCB = 6,600 ug/L


·        CF = 1,400 ug/L


 


Post HiPOx


·        pCBSA = 30,000 ug/L


·        MCB = 2,400 ug/L


·        CF = 1,200 ug/L


 


Post Air Stripper


·        pCBSA = 23,000 ug/L


·        MCB = 53 ug/L


·        CF = 23 ug/L







 


Post LGAC


·        pCBSA = <5 ug/L


·        MCB = <0.5 ug/L


·        CF = <0.5 ug/L


 


Air Sample Results


 


 


Discharge Stack


·        MCB = <0.0005 ppmv


·        CF = <0.0005 ppmv


·        Benzene = 0.0002 J ppmv


 


 


From: Warren, Scott@DTSC <Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, December 10, 2014 8:53 AM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: I think Scott's email is incorrect


 


Cynthia,


 


I’m a geologist with DTSC and I work on the Montrose and Del Amo sites as well as the
 larger LA Basin Groundwater Restoration project.  I was on the USEPA/CalEPA call
 yesterday morning regarding the Dual Site Groundwater cleanup system and the
 reinjection of pCBSA and I will participate in the Convening with Cynthia Babich next
 Monday 12/15/2014.
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During the 12/15/2014 convening, I have been tasked with discussing the lateral extent
 of contaminants in groundwater.  I was also asked to briefly discuss the treatment
 system (I’m not an engineer, but will do my best to discuss generalities).


 


I have a few questions that I would really appreciate your help with before the meeting
 next Monday. 


 


1.       USEPA provided a graph  showing the expected concentration of pCBSA on startup and
 after 2 yrs, 5, etc.   Can I get a copy of the graph and slides? 


2.       I think it was you that provided some cost numbers for pCBSA HiPOX operation and a
 timeline for when HiPOX will be used and when it will be shut down.  Can I get the
 capital cost and O&M cost estimates related to the estimated period of HiPOX
 operation.  Added cost estimates for longer HiPOX operation etc.  The cost estimates
 were very good for Executive staff to know and can help in our general discussion on
 Monday.


3.       Water has been extracted and is being held in tanks.  Has any testing been performed
 on the water in the holding tanks?  If so, (and it is has value), can we get and share the
 data at the 12/15/2014 meeting.     


 


Thank you,


 


Scott (714) 484-5462


 


(I’m in meetings all day today but will be available tomorrow if you would like to discuss
 anything)








From: Cynthia Babich
To: Blumenfeld, Jared
Cc: Wetmore, Cynthia; Mayer, Kevin; DIAZ, ALEJANDRO; Ball, Harold; Jolish, Taly; MARTINEZ, YARISSA; Sayed,


 Safouh@DTSC; Battaglia, Lora K.; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Angela Johnson Meszaros; Miranda Maupin; Yogi,
 David; Rodriguez, Dante; Barton, Dana; Tejada, Matthew; Florence Gharibian; Ron Isles; Markus Niebanck;
 dcapjane@aol.com; Lyles, Maurice (Boxer)


Subject: Re: Montrose Construction Update 11/17/2014
Date: Tuesday, November 18, 2014 8:23:25 PM
Attachments: image003.png


EPA,
Please do not re inject any treated water that still contains pCBSA. We feel we have a right to have this conversation
 with agency stakeholders. We are working hard to set up conversations about pCBSA and this issue of re injection
 of a chemical into a clean area of groundwater that we know very little about.  It is important to be precautionary
 with this chemical since little is know about its toxicity. 
It is very wrong to re inject a chemical into an area where is does not currently exist. We deserve the opportunity to
 fix this especially when it is easily fixable with the existing treatment system.
We had a meeting scheduled for the 21st, but key stakeholders were going away for the holidays, we are hoping
 December 15th will work to reschedule this meeting.
We are working really hard and will be really unhappy if we are not be given the courtesy and time needed to vet
 this issue.  The community has only been waiting decades.  Turning this system on can wait some days.
Thank you,
Cynthia Babich, DAAC Board of Directors and DAAC Core Group


On Mon, Nov 17, 2014 at 3:37 PM, Wetmore, Cynthia <Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov> wrote:


Hi Cynthia,


 


I had hoped to be completed with the pipeline installation work last week, but due to traffic
 control restrictions at Normandie Avenue and Torrance Boulevard, there was pipe still a
 small section to be completed after last week.  After the pipe is completed, the final
 segment of cable can be run through the area and we are done with the street work!  The
 estimate for completion is this week.  


 


Functional testing is continues at the Montrose Site.  Clean water has been run through most
 pieces of equipment.  Currently the Air Stripper is not meeting the air flow design
 requirements.  However, the Air Stripper was conservatively designed to remove VOCs to
 design standards without the operation of the HiPox system.  The HiPox system currently in
 place should remove a majority of the VOCs, and thereby, the Air Stripper, as operating,
 will meet design standards.  However, Montrose has contacted the Air Stripper
 manufacturer and will require that the system be able to operate at design air flow
 requirement.  The next test will be a batch test using water from the wells once the pipeline
 is installed.  The treated water will be held and tested prior to reinjection.  Also at the
 Montrose property, the storm water ditch was installed.


 


City of Los Angeles DPW and DOT inspectors were on Normandie Avenue last week
 inspecting the pipeline installation.  LA Fire Department inspected the treatment plant
 again.  GeoSyntec, the designer on record, inspected the work.
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There were no detections of VOCs and no exceedances of noise levels or dust levels
 observed outside the exclusion zones.  I have attached last week’s dust and PID readings.


 


 


 


 


 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section


US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division


75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105


(415)972-3059


-- 
Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net
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From: Stralka, Daniel
To: Manzanilla, Enrique; Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: p-CBSA
Date: Friday, December 05, 2014 12:30:32 PM


I can find no other standards for p-CBSA other than the 2 provisional values from California and
 Michigan.  Nothing in the EU.  The US banned DDT in 1972 and the EU as part of the Stockholm
 Convention in 2001 on POP, put into effect in 2004.  DDT is still manufactured in Mexico and China. 
 No drinking water standards for p-CBSA there.
 
Daniel Stralka, PhD
Regional Toxicologist
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 9,  SFD-8-4
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901
(415) 972-3048
stralka.daniel@epa.gov
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From: Lyons, John
To: Manzanilla, Enrique
Cc: Barton, Dana; Wetmore, Cynthia; Jolish, Taly
Subject: 1/27/08 St Louis Morning Sun Article
Date: Thursday, November 20, 2014 6:17:05 PM


 
 
 
Tests shed light on how pCBSA got into St. Louis water
 
 
 
Posted: 01/27/08, 12:00 AM EST|
0 Comments
Drilling deeper into the lower aquifer supplying drinking water to the city of St. Louis has
 shed light on why traces of a byproduct linked to DDT has been found in several municipal
 drinking wells.
Scott Cornelius, of the environmental response division, Michigan Department of
 Environmental Quality, said the latest round in DEQ's investigation discovered the chemical
 mixture found extensively at and around the former chemical manufacturing site in St. Louis
 is down in the drinking water aquifer.
"We knew NAPL was out there," Cornelius said. "That it's down in the drinking water aquifer
 is a new piece of information. This will help us determine how to remediate the situation.
 This explains how the pCBSA got in the drinking water."
 
 
 
 
Cornelius said this discovery completes the connection between NAPL and pCBSA and
 proves a completed pathway exists.
Found is a mixture of DDT and chlorobenzene. It is classified as a non-aqueous phase liquid,
 or NAPL, because it does not break down in water.
When DDT is manufactured as it was by Michigan Chemical and its successor Velsicol
 Chemical, a byproduct called para-chlorobenzene sulfonic acid, or pCBSA, was
 simultaneously produced.
Records show Michigan Chemical had produced such large quantities of pCBSA that it took
 out a patent. It is not known if pCBSA was used for anything.
The EPA began testing for pCBSA and announced to the city in 2005 that light amounts had
 been discovered in two municipal wells. Since then, the byproduct has shown up in several
 more wells at various volumes.
St. Louis and a former chemical plant site in Montrose, Calif., the only two in the country
 where DDT was produced, are also the only two where pCBSA has been found.
Cornelius, the DEQ project manager of the Velsicol site, has worked with the environmental
 firm Weston Solutions of Okemos, contracted by DEQ. Their mission is to identify the
 different chemical contaminants buried at and around the main plant site and determine how
 far they extend from the site.
Investigators drilled test wells at various locations between the former plant site on the bank of
 the Pine River and the city wells.
Work is done in phases. Within each phase soil samples are taken. The hope is to find
 uncontaminated soil to assure the edge of the contamination.
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"In this area we hadn't found that," Cornelius said. "Whenever we drilled we found
 contamination. We continued to drill deeper."
Testing takes in more than the NAPL. "There is a lot of dissolved chemicals in the
 groundwater that are just as bad," Cornelius said. "We have to determine how deep it is which
 could be as far down as the bedrock, approximately 300 feet."
Test monitoring wells were drilled near city wells 1,4 and 7, and also in the area of a former
 warehouse building used by the chemical company south of M-46.
Testing has continued in an area referred to as the "burn pit" west of the river and surrounded
 by a public golf course.
The area where the EPA had constructed a treatment enclosure while pulling contaminated
 sediment from the Pine River and hauling it away over a period of several years is now
 cleared for DEQ to test the soil and aquifers beneath.
Last year the EPA buried sentry wells in several locations around the plant site, in addition to
 several test wells. Samples are taken monthly and reported to the city. Some findings are
 reported quarterly.
Finding that come from the EPA and DEQ test wells will provide information necessary for
 DEQ "to develop five or six cleanup plans" for the contaminated areas, Cornelius said.
Types of contamination newly discovered will be supplemental to a remedial investigation
 report the DEQ released in 2006. The next step in the government's investigation is a
 feasibility study to detail options for a cleanup.
"There will be different ways to clean it up," Cornelius said. "We will be using different
 technologies to address the contamination," meaning one size doesn't fit all.
Besides the DDT and chlorobenzene NAPL, there are so many other contaminants buried at
 and around the plant site that create a bigger problem.
Cornelius anticipates providing the EPA with a draft for a feasibility study in July for review.
 A public release will follow. EPA and DEQ officials have been consulting over details for a
 year.
"The agencies are pretty much in agreement," according to Cornelius.
 
Testing is continuing at the Velsicol sites even while the study is being worked on.
"It's because this site is complex and costs so much money to investigate," Cornelius said that
 testing is done in phase. "We pretty much know how wide (the contamination) is. We need to
 know how deep it is. One of the wells we're drilling will go all the way to the bedrock.
The NAPL discovered so far appears to be similar if not the same as what the EPA pumped
 out of the river, the project manager said. Test kits taken at the plant site visually shows the
 NAPL. Until samples come back from the lab will investigators know for certain if the NAPL
 has the same chemical breakdown as the compound found in the river.
If the NAPL is moving in the sand seam or aquifer, it is moving very slowly. P-CBSA is just
 the opposite. It is highly soluble and moves quickly. NAPL doesn't move with the
 groundwater because of its weight and density. It follows a sand seam in the till or flows on
 top of the till.
Cornelius said the pCBSA is in the NAPL and coming from different areas of the site.
In the near future, the DEQ will increase the number of deep vertical aquifer samplings (VAS)
 in the area where the EPA had its treatment tent. Sediment and surface water samples will be
 taken at the creek and drainage ditch adjacent to the golf course and former burn area.
More surface soil sampling will be taken around the adjacent residential area east of the main
 plant site. A new round of groundwater samples from all new and existing monitoring wells
 will be gathered. This new round of sampling will be reviewed, resulting in a laboratory
 analysis.
"This will help us develop our strategy," Cornelius said. "That's the good news."







 








From: Barton, Dana
To: Mayer, Kevin; MARTINEZ, YARISSA; Wetmore, Cynthia; Jolish, Taly; Yogi, David; DIAZ, ALEJANDRO
Subject: FW: Del Amo/Montrose Site
Date: Thursday, November 20, 2014 11:57:23 AM


fyi


Dana Barton
Section Chief, Superfund Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street (SFD-7-2)
San Francisco, CA 94105
tel:  415.972.3087


-----Original Message-----
From: Manzanilla, Enrique
Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2014 11:54 AM
To: Solomon, Gina@EPA
Cc: Petersen, Brian@EPA; Lyons, John; CHENG, CHRISTINA
Subject: RE: Del Amo/Montrose Site


Hi Gina:


Happy to brief you and your colleagues.  I just got briefed yesterday and I believe John has touched base with the
 Regional Board on this issue. 


We are preparing our response to Cynthia B. about her concerns and request for a delay in system start up.   We will
 loop you in on that response.


As far as the 10th, that's a bad for us.  We're in a management retreat the whole day and then John and I are taking
 off to Sunnyvale for a community meeting on our vapor intrusion work that we're doing at the sites we took back
 from the Board last summer.  I will ask my assistant, Christina Cheng, to work with Brian on scheduling.  We
 should probably try to do it before the 10th.


-----Original Message-----
From: Solomon, Gina@EPA [mailto:Gina.Solomon@calepa.ca.gov]
Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2014 10:06 AM
To: Manzanilla, Enrique
Cc: Petersen, Brian@EPA
Subject: Del Amo/Montrose Site


Hi Enrique,
I'm hoping to schedule a meeting with you and whoever in your team is working on the groundwater clean-up at this
 site. We are interested in learning a bit more due to some community concerns that have come to our attention
 related to a specific chemical at the site, pCBSA. Would someone from your staff be able to brief us on this issue?
Participants from our end would include Fran and Tam from the SWRCB, myself, and Sam Unger. We might also
 invite someone from our drinking water program and from DTSC.
Tam and I will be in the Bay Area on December 10th. Is there any chance that we could schedule the meeting for
 that day?
I'm including my assistant, Brian Petersen, on this email, and he can help with the scheduling.
Thanks!
-Gina
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Gina M. Solomon, M.D., M.P.H.
Deputy Secretary for Science and Health
Office of the Secretary
California Environmental Protection Agency
1001 I Street, Box 2815
Sacramento, CA 95812
Phone: 916-324-8735
Fax: 916-319-7708
gina.solomon@calepa.ca.gov


Brian Petersen, Executive Assistant
Phone: (916) 324-2568
Brian.Petersen@calepa.ca.gov








From: Wetmore, Cynthia
To: Sayed, Safouh@DTSC
Subject: FW: Montrose update
Date: Thursday, December 18, 2014 8:43:00 AM
Attachments: image001.png


image004.png


Sorry Safouh, I should have cc:ed you.
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: Senga, Robert@DTSC [mailto:Robert.Senga@dtsc.ca.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 17, 2014 4:58 PM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: Barton, Dana; Mayer, Kevin; MARTINEZ, YARISSA; Warren, Scott@DTSC
Subject: RE: Montrose update
 
 Cynthia,
Thank you  for the update.
 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 17, 2014 12:21 PM
To: Senga, Robert@DTSC
Cc: Barton, Dana; Mayer, Kevin; MARTINEZ, YARISSA; Warren, Scott@DTSC
Subject: Montrose update
 
Hi Robert,
 
In Safoud’s absence, I want to give you a quick status update about the Montrose
 Construction project.  The results of the first batch test came in.  (See bottom of email).  The
 second batch test was run on Monday, and I expect the results next Monday (12/23/2014). 
 Just so you are aware, the pCBSA level in the effluent may still be low and not indicative of
 what we will expect in the long-term.  For the first passes of clean GAC, a limited of pCBSA
 will be adsorbed, but will quickly breakthrough to concentrations before the GAC.  There is
 some uncertainty whether the breakthrough will be days or weeks.  I recommend just
 assuming what exits the air stripper is what the concentration ultimately will be in the
 effluent of pCBSA.
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EPA received the draft O&M Manual.  I am making a CD copy for Safouh and will mail it to
 him.
 
Yesterday, EPA and its contractors conducted the final inspection of the treatment plant. 
 There are only a few minor on-site issues and a few documentation issues left before I can
 certified that the remedy is constructed.  I am hoping to be allowed to continue with the
 functional testing or ‘5-day test’ so I can finish this by the end of this year.
 
Thanks, Cynthia W.
 
Groundwater Sample Results from Batch test
 


Influent
·        pCBSA = 51,000 ug/L
·        MCB = 6,600 ug/L
·        CF = 1,400 ug/L
·        Arsenic = 5 ug/L


 
Post HiPOx


·        pCBSA = 30,000 ug/L
·        MCB = 2,400 ug/L
·        CF = 1,200 ug/L


 
Post Air Stripper


·        pCBSA = 23,000 ug/L
·        MCB = 53 ug/L
·        CF = 23 ug/L


 
Post LGAC


·        pCBSA = <5 ug/L
·        MCB = <0.5 ug/L
·        CF = <0.5 ug/L


 
Air Sample Results
 
Air Stripper Outlet


·        MCB = 17 ppmv
·        CF = 8.9 ppmv
·        Benzene = 0.2 ppmv


 
Discharge Stack


·        MCB = <0.0005 ppmv
·        CF = <0.0005 ppmv
·        Benzene = 0.0002 J ppmv







 
 
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 








From: Mayer, Kevin
To: Stralka, Daniel; Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: Fw: Michigan p-CBSA Additional Information
Date: Wednesday, November 26, 2014 4:58:23 PM


Some decent information on pCBSA.  Enjoy the holiday


From: MARTINEZ, YARISSA
Sent: Monday, October 20, 2014 10:54 AM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia; Barton, Dana; DIAZ, ALEJANDRO; Mayer, Kevin
Subject: Michigan p-CBSA Additional Information
 
Team,
 
The community has been bringing up the Michigan Velsicol p-CBSA case… so here is a little
 information that I found.
Regulatory Info from State -https://www.michigan.gov/documents/deq/deq-rrd-p-
CBSAToxicAssessment_288412_7.pdf
2012 ROD for Velsicol Chemical Corporation -
 http://www.epa.gov/Region5/cleanup/velsicolmichigan/pdfs/velsicolmichigan-rod-ou1-
20120612.pdf  -
Highlights :
P 10 - In 2006, MDEQ established a drinking-water-based cleanup criterion of 7,300 ppb for pCBSA
under Part 201 of the Natural Resource and Environmental Protection Act of 1994. There is no
federal maximum contaminant level for pCBSA.
P21 – PCBSA Contamination
____________________
Yarissa Martínez, P.E.
Superfund Division
US EPA Region IX, Southern CA Office
600 Wilshire Blvd.
Suite 1460
Los Angeles, CA 90017
213.244.1806 Work


(213) 948-5543 Mobile -New number!
martinez.yarissa@epa.gov 


P  Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail
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From: Lyons, John
To: Barton, Dana; Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: MARTINEZ, YARISSA; Jolish, Taly
Subject: Michigan Info - pCBSA
Date: Tuesday, December 23, 2014 2:50:22 PM


Velsicol ROD – may be some useful parts about pCBSA
 
http://www.epa.gov/Region5/cleanup/velsicolmichigan/pdfs/velsicolmichigan-rod-ou1-
20120612.pdf
 
Pre ROD press:
 
http://www.ourmidland.com/news/article_97a1789e-b211-5c21-92b3-2dc3093b7500.html?
mode=print
 
John Lyons
Acting Assistant Director
Site Cleanup Branch
Superfund Division, Region 9
(415) 972-3889
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From: Lyons, John
To: Solomon, Gina@EPA; sunger@waterboards.ca.gov
Cc: Cope, Grant@EPA; Manzanilla, Enrique
Subject: Montrose pCBSA - Some Background Information
Date: Tuesday, December 23, 2014 2:11:01 PM


Here are some links to background documents for the Montrose/Del Amo Groundwater Operable Unit:
 
Here is a link to the 1999 Record of Decision for the Montrose/Del Amo sites that selected the groundwater cleanup measures including the
 25,000 ppb reinjection standard for PCBSA:
 
http://yosemite.epa.gov/r9/sfund/r9sfdocw.nsf/3dc283e6c5d6056f88257426007417a2/99feee07fc39d1a488257007006a247c!OpenDocument
Here is a link to the Administrative Record Index for the 1999 ROD (we can retrieve and send out copies of the actual document as the
 Administrative Record is very very large): [note this link is to the site overview page – scroll down to the Administrative Records Section
 to the AR for the Groundwater ROD (5 parts)]
 
http://yosemite.epa.gov/r9/sfund/r9sfdocw.nsf/3dec8ba3252368428825742600743733/b7db9903773ec74188257007005e93ed
 
 
Also, we will bring CD’s to the 1/6 meeting with documents that we have found in the Admin Record concerning the discussions between
 EPA and State agencies that led to EPA selecting the 25,000 ppb reinjection standard for PCBSA.
 
We are also in the process of locating and retrieving copying of the studies of PCBSA that were considered prior to the issuance of the 1999
 ROD.
 
John Lyons
Acting Assistant Director
Site Cleanup Branch
Superfund Division, Region 9
(415) 972-3889
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From: Lyons, John
To: Manzanilla, Enrique
Cc: Barton, Dana; Jolish, Taly; MARTINEZ, YARISSA; Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: More MI pCBSA
Date: Tuesday, December 23, 2014 2:51:21 PM


Recent articles about pCBSA and Michigan
 
http://michiganradio.org/post/legacy-pollution-forces-small-town-look-new-drinking-water-
supply
 
http://www.scientificamerican.com/article/government-officials-may-have-mishandled-ddt-
superfund-site/
 
John Lyons
Acting Assistant Director
Site Cleanup Branch
Superfund Division, Region 9
(415) 972-3889
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From: Lyons, John
To: Barton, Dana; Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: MARTINEZ, YARISSA; Jolish, Taly
Subject: More on pCBSA and Michigan
Date: Tuesday, December 23, 2014 2:50:49 PM


From Vic Sher’s website
 
John Lyons
Acting Assistant Director
Site Cleanup Branch
Superfund Division, Region 9
(415) 972-3889
 
 
City of St Louis (MI) v Velsicol Corp.
 
St. Louis, Michigan – the “Middle of the Mitten” – is a picturesque rural town with approximately
 5,000 residents. The City owns and operates a public drinking water system that provides drinking
 water to residents, businesses, and government facilities in St. Louis and two neighboring
 communities, Bethany and Pine River Townships. For more than forty years, the old Michigan
 Chemical plant in St. Louis, owned and operated by Velsicol and other companies at various times,
 manufactured DDT and other dangerous chemicals. Velsicol disposed of these chemicals at the
 plant site and other sites in and around St. Louis by burying, burning, or injecting the waste directly
 into the ground. Not surprisingly, extensive contamination of the subsurface resulted. Under federal
 and state compulsion Velsicol built a containment system in the early 1980s, but it failed, and the
 USEPA verified that chemicals still are leaking from the contaminated sites.
 
In 2005 the City learned from the USEPA and the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality of
 the presence of a byproduct of DDT manufacture, para-Chlorobenzene Sulfonic Acid (pCBSA) in
 extremely high concentrations in monitoring wells and in lesser concentrations in several of the
 City’s drinking water wells. Indeed, while the lawsuit was pending pCBSA appeared in every City
 well. Because pCBSA is almost unique to St. Louis (it has only appeared at one other site in
 California, which did not involve drinking water) no comprehensive or definitive studies on its health
 risks exist. The City’s experts, however, believed those risks to be substantial. And, because pCBSA
 travels through groundwater more quickly than other dangerous chemicals associated with the
 Velsicol plant, other dangerous chemicals associated with Velsicol’s operations will likely follow the
 pCBSA.
 
In 2006 the City retained Vic Sher and his firm to pursue Velsicol and other responsible entities to
 recover funds for a replacement water system. In early 2011 they obtained a settlement of $26.5
 million. Today, the City is in the process of putting in place a replacement water system.
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From: MARTINEZ, YARISSA
To: Mayer, Kevin
Cc: Barton, Dana; Wetmore, Cynthia; DIAZ, ALEJANDRO
Subject: Permits Requests - C Babich & F. Gharibian
Date: Tuesday, November 18, 2014 4:20:37 PM


Kevin,
We received a request from the community regarding the permits related to the injection of
 groundwater for Montrose/Del Amo.  Specifically, they are looking into pCBSA documentation and
 maybe NPDES permits.  Can you help gathering those? I am copying Dana because the request was
 initially to her, and Wetmore, because I know that during the construction they had a NPDES permit
 for developing/testing wells, so maybe she already has that one.
 
They also requested any operating permits for Jones Chemical Inc., which I am trying to find.
 
I will be compiling them and having Alejandro be the messenger.
 
Thanks,
 
____________________
Yarissa Martínez, P.E.
Superfund Division
US EPA Region IX, Southern CA Office
600 Wilshire Blvd.
Suite 1460
Los Angeles, CA 90017
213.244.1806 Work


(213) 948-5543 Mobile -New number!
martinez.yarissa@epa.gov 


P  Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail
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From: Warren, Scott@DTSC
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: BAtch Test Results
Date: Friday, December 12, 2014 5:54:59 AM


Cynthia,
 
The meeting is at 1000 hours but we will leave here around 0830.  I don’t need to have a lot of data,
 they understand I’m not an expert.  If we have a follow-up convening in January with Cynthia,
 CalEPA and USEPA, that would be a good place for more substantial data.
 
I’ll soften my language and round off a few numbers.  If USEPA doesn’t mind, I could say HiPOX O&M
 is on the order of $1/2 mil/yr, which could go up to as much as $2 mil/yr if the cleanup level went
 down substantially.  As I said, I’ll be very general.
   
Thank you and have a nice flight back.
 
Scott
 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, December 11, 2014 4:50 PM
To: Warren, Scott@DTSC
Subject: Re: BAtch Test Results
 
HI Scott - what time is your meeting on Monday?  I have a slide that I cut from the
 presentation about the HiPox system that might be helpful in your discussion.  I can also give
 some bullet points about the system and cost.
 
I want to get the ok from Dana before releasing the data.  It's probably ok, but you never
 know.  I will give some bullet points about the data.  I don't want to leave the impression that
 we can get down to ND for pCBSA.  Maybe just influent. after hiPox and after air stripper
 because the after GAc results are not real data.
 
I'll be hime tomorrow afternoon, if you want to talk.  Cynthia
 
 


From: Warren, Scott@DTSC <Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov>
Sent: Thursday, December 11, 2014 4:37 PM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: BAtch Test Results
 
Cynthia,
 
Thank you.  Would it be ok for me to share the laboratory data and some estimated costs at the
 meeting Monday?  For example I was going to show the treatment system and ay that HiPOX annual
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 costs are on the order of $650K/Yr, probably operate at least a year and then when influent is less
 than some magic number like 24 PPM, the HiPOX system would be shut down.
 
I’d like to throw in that treating pCBSA to less than 100 ug/L would be on the order of $70Mil etc.
 just so folks in the room have an idea of what numbers we are talking about.  I’m not an engineer so
 I can only talk very broadly about the treatment system and I’ll show a treatment system illustration
 (Based on the figure Geosyntec provided in June 2011).
 
I really appreciate your help. 
 
Scott.   
 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, December 11, 2014 4:15 PM
To: Warren, Scott@DTSC
Cc: Barton, Dana; Mayer, Kevin; MARTINEZ, YARISSA
Subject: BAtch Test Results
 


Hi Scott,   
Here are the results from the batch test.  As I mentioned in the call, these were from running
 the system for about 25 minutes which may have misleading results.  For example, the ND
 for pCBSA in the effluent is not what we expect in the long term.  Before running the
 system for 25 minutes (which was the maximum storage that I have), we had run clean
 water through the system.  This means that the water exiting the GAC is likely the clean
 water that remained in the GAC after the clean water test.  Also, the influent concentrations
 are higher than anticipated, probably because the closer wells with higher concentrations
 reached the treatment plant faster than the further, and less contaminated, dissolved
 plume wells.  
 
However, even with the limited testing period, the results are positive.  And we have
 confidence now to run the system a little longer without concerns of exceedences.  
 
I would like to talk with Dana about if we can release this to the community since is rush
 data w/o validation.  I'll let you know.
 
 
Groundwater Sample Results
 
Influent


·        pCBSA = 51,000 ug/L
·        MCB = 6,600 ug/L
·        CF = 1,400 ug/L


 
Post HiPOx


·        pCBSA = 30,000 ug/L
·        MCB = 2,400 ug/L



mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov





·        CF = 1,200 ug/L
 
Post Air Stripper


·        pCBSA = 23,000 ug/L
·        MCB = 53 ug/L
·        CF = 23 ug/L


 
Post LGAC


·        pCBSA = <5 ug/L
·        MCB = <0.5 ug/L
·        CF = <0.5 ug/L


 
Air Sample Results
 


 
Discharge Stack


·        MCB = <0.0005 ppmv
·        CF = <0.0005 ppmv
·        Benzene = 0.0002 J ppmv


 


 


From: Warren, Scott@DTSC <Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, December 10, 2014 8:53 AM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: I think Scott's email is incorrect
 
Cynthia,
 
I’m a geologist with DTSC and I work on the Montrose and Del Amo sites as well as the larger LA
 Basin Groundwater Restoration project.  I was on the USEPA/CalEPA call yesterday morning
 regarding the Dual Site Groundwater cleanup system and the reinjection of pCBSA and I will
 participate in the Convening with Cynthia Babich next Monday 12/15/2014.
 
During the 12/15/2014 convening, I have been tasked with discussing the lateral extent of
 contaminants in groundwater.  I was also asked to briefly discuss the treatment system (I’m not an
 engineer, but will do my best to discuss generalities).
 
I have a few questions that I would really appreciate your help with before the meeting next
 Monday. 
 


1.       USEPA provided a graph  showing the expected concentration of pCBSA on startup and after
 2 yrs, 5, etc.   Can I get a copy of the graph and slides? 


2.       I think it was you that provided some cost numbers for pCBSA HiPOX operation and a
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 timeline for when HiPOX will be used and when it will be shut down.  Can I get the capital
 cost and O&M cost estimates related to the estimated period of HiPOX operation.  Added
 cost estimates for longer HiPOX operation etc.  The cost estimates were very good for
 Executive staff to know and can help in our general discussion on Monday.


3.       Water has been extracted and is being held in tanks.  Has any testing been performed on
 the water in the holding tanks?  If so, (and it is has value), can we get and share the data at
 the 12/15/2014 meeting.     


 
Thank you,
 
Scott (714) 484-5462
 
(I’m in meetings all day today but will be available tomorrow if you would like to discuss anything)








From: Warren, Scott@DTSC
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: BAtch Test Results
Date: Thursday, December 11, 2014 4:37:40 PM


Cynthia,
 
Thank you.  Would it be ok for me to share the laboratory data and some estimated costs at the
 meeting Monday?  For example I was going to show the treatment system and ay that HiPOX annual
 costs are on the order of $650K/Yr, probably operate at least a year and then when influent is less
 than some magic number like 24 PPM, the HiPOX system would be shut down.
 
I’d like to throw in that treating pCBSA to less than 100 ug/L would be on the order of $70Mil etc.
 just so folks in the room have an idea of what numbers we are talking about.  I’m not an engineer so
 I can only talk very broadly about the treatment system and I’ll show a treatment system illustration
 (Based on the figure Geosyntec provided in June 2011).
 
I really appreciate your help. 
 
Scott.   
 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, December 11, 2014 4:15 PM
To: Warren, Scott@DTSC
Cc: Barton, Dana; Mayer, Kevin; MARTINEZ, YARISSA
Subject: BAtch Test Results
 


Hi Scott,   
Here are the results from the batch test.  As I mentioned in the call, these were from running
 the system for about 25 minutes which may have misleading results.  For example, the ND
 for pCBSA in the effluent is not what we expect in the long term.  Before running the
 system for 25 minutes (which was the maximum storage that I have), we had run clean
 water through the system.  This means that the water exiting the GAC is likely the clean
 water that remained in the GAC after the clean water test.  Also, the influent concentrations
 are higher than anticipated, probably because the closer wells with higher concentrations
 reached the treatment plant faster than the further, and less contaminated, dissolved
 plume wells.  
 
However, even with the limited testing period, the results are positive.  And we have
 confidence now to run the system a little longer without concerns of exceedences.  
 
I would like to talk with Dana about if we can release this to the community since is rush
 data w/o validation.  I'll let you know.
 
 
Groundwater Sample Results
 



mailto:Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov

mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov





Influent
·        pCBSA = 51,000 ug/L
·        MCB = 6,600 ug/L
·        CF = 1,400 ug/L


 
Post HiPOx


·        pCBSA = 30,000 ug/L
·        MCB = 2,400 ug/L
·        CF = 1,200 ug/L


 
Post Air Stripper


·        pCBSA = 23,000 ug/L
·        MCB = 53 ug/L
·        CF = 23 ug/L


 
Post LGAC


·        pCBSA = <5 ug/L
·        MCB = <0.5 ug/L
·        CF = <0.5 ug/L


 
Air Sample Results
 


 
Discharge Stack


·        MCB = <0.0005 ppmv
·        CF = <0.0005 ppmv
·        Benzene = 0.0002 J ppmv


 


 


From: Warren, Scott@DTSC <Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, December 10, 2014 8:53 AM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: I think Scott's email is incorrect
 
Cynthia,
 
I’m a geologist with DTSC and I work on the Montrose and Del Amo sites as well as the larger LA
 Basin Groundwater Restoration project.  I was on the USEPA/CalEPA call yesterday morning
 regarding the Dual Site Groundwater cleanup system and the reinjection of pCBSA and I will
 participate in the Convening with Cynthia Babich next Monday 12/15/2014.
 
During the 12/15/2014 convening, I have been tasked with discussing the lateral extent of
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 contaminants in groundwater.  I was also asked to briefly discuss the treatment system (I’m not an
 engineer, but will do my best to discuss generalities).
 
I have a few questions that I would really appreciate your help with before the meeting next
 Monday. 
 


1.       USEPA provided a graph  showing the expected concentration of pCBSA on startup and after
 2 yrs, 5, etc.   Can I get a copy of the graph and slides? 


2.       I think it was you that provided some cost numbers for pCBSA HiPOX operation and a
 timeline for when HiPOX will be used and when it will be shut down.  Can I get the capital
 cost and O&M cost estimates related to the estimated period of HiPOX operation.  Added
 cost estimates for longer HiPOX operation etc.  The cost estimates were very good for
 Executive staff to know and can help in our general discussion on Monday.


3.       Water has been extracted and is being held in tanks.  Has any testing been performed on
 the water in the holding tanks?  If so, (and it is has value), can we get and share the data at
 the 12/15/2014 meeting.     


 
Thank you,
 
Scott (714) 484-5462
 
(I’m in meetings all day today but will be available tomorrow if you would like to discuss anything)








From: MARTINEZ, YARISSA
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: Batch Test Results
Date: Friday, December 12, 2014 11:28:06 AM


You are amazing! I am at SFO for a while!
 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia 
Sent: Friday, December 12, 2014 11:21 AM
To: Warren, Scott@DTSC
Cc: Barton, Dana; MARTINEZ, YARISSA; Mayer, Kevin
Subject: Re: Batch Test Results
 
Hi Scott,
 
Dana said it was fine to release the sampling results.  My points about the data are:
1- influent is probably a little higher than what we will see in start-up and shakedown
2-the non-detect for pCBSA after the GAC is not what we will see in operation
3- the system can achieve the required cleanup levels (they did without the GAC).
4 - emissions for air stack are non-detect
 


Since the tested effluent is ND, I asked Montrose to re-run the test after injecting the
 clean water into the injection system.  They expect to run that test either Monday or
 Tuesday, and I will forward preliminary results after I receive them.  Typically after that
 we would run a '5 day' test where each day the plant operated longer and longer.  But I
 am waiting to hear from my management about whether or when this testing would
 occur.


 
Thoughts about HiPox
1- expensive (high energy demand to create ozone)
2 - effective - but requires exponentially more ozone/hydrogen peroxide for lower effluent
 standards
 
Thoughts on cost:
Thanks for being general about costs - I think that is a good idea
1 - current HiPox system will cost  just under $700K to operate - so $1/2 million is a good
 round number
2 - a larger system to treat to low levels ( about 100 ug/L) will be about $15 million.
3- a larger HiPox system would cost over $2 million to operate each year.
 
 



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=7A7CAC3B8FD14B5E9AF186E7ACB94E7D-YMARTINE

mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov





Good luck, and let me know if you need anything else.  Cynthia


From: Warren, Scott@DTSC <Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov>
Sent: Friday, December 12, 2014 5:54 AM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: BAtch Test Results
 
Cynthia,
 
The meeting is at 1000 hours but we will leave here around 0830.  I don’t need to have a lot of data,
 they understand I’m not an expert.  If we have a follow-up convening in January with Cynthia,
 CalEPA and USEPA, that would be a good place for more substantial data.
 
I’ll soften my language and round off a few numbers.  If USEPA doesn’t mind, I could say HiPOX O&M
 is on the order of $1/2 mil/yr, which could go up to as much as $2 mil/yr if the cleanup level went
 down substantially.  As I said, I’ll be very general.
   
Thank you and have a nice flight back.
 
Scott
 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, December 11, 2014 4:50 PM
To: Warren, Scott@DTSC
Subject: Re: BAtch Test Results
 
HI Scott - what time is your meeting on Monday?  I have a slide that I cut from the
 presentation about the HiPox system that might be helpful in your discussion.  I can also give
 some bullet points about the system and cost.
 
I want to get the ok from Dana before releasing the data.  It's probably ok, but you never
 know.  I will give some bullet points about the data.  I don't want to leave the impression that
 we can get down to ND for pCBSA.  Maybe just influent. after hiPox and after air stripper
 because the after GAc results are not real data.
 
I'll be hime tomorrow afternoon, if you want to talk.  Cynthia
 
 


From: Warren, Scott@DTSC <Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov>
Sent: Thursday, December 11, 2014 4:37 PM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: BAtch Test Results
 
Cynthia,
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Thank you.  Would it be ok for me to share the laboratory data and some estimated costs at the
 meeting Monday?  For example I was going to show the treatment system and ay that HiPOX annual
 costs are on the order of $650K/Yr, probably operate at least a year and then when influent is less
 than some magic number like 24 PPM, the HiPOX system would be shut down.
 
I’d like to throw in that treating pCBSA to less than 100 ug/L would be on the order of $70Mil etc.
 just so folks in the room have an idea of what numbers we are talking about.  I’m not an engineer so
 I can only talk very broadly about the treatment system and I’ll show a treatment system illustration
 (Based on the figure Geosyntec provided in June 2011).
 
I really appreciate your help. 
 
Scott.   
 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, December 11, 2014 4:15 PM
To: Warren, Scott@DTSC
Cc: Barton, Dana; Mayer, Kevin; MARTINEZ, YARISSA
Subject: BAtch Test Results
 


Hi Scott,   
Here are the results from the batch test.  As I mentioned in the call, these were from running
 the system for about 25 minutes which may have misleading results.  For example, the ND
 for pCBSA in the effluent is not what we expect in the long term.  Before running the
 system for 25 minutes (which was the maximum storage that I have), we had run clean
 water through the system.  This means that the water exiting the GAC is likely the clean
 water that remained in the GAC after the clean water test.  Also, the influent concentrations
 are higher than anticipated, probably because the closer wells with higher concentrations
 reached the treatment plant faster than the further, and less contaminated, dissolved
 plume wells.  
 
However, even with the limited testing period, the results are positive.  And we have
 confidence now to run the system a little longer without concerns of exceedences.  
 
I would like to talk with Dana about if we can release this to the community since is rush
 data w/o validation.  I'll let you know.
 
 
Groundwater Sample Results
 
Influent


·        pCBSA = 51,000 ug/L
·        MCB = 6,600 ug/L
·        CF = 1,400 ug/L
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Post HiPOx
·        pCBSA = 30,000 ug/L
·        MCB = 2,400 ug/L
·        CF = 1,200 ug/L


 
Post Air Stripper


·        pCBSA = 23,000 ug/L
·        MCB = 53 ug/L
·        CF = 23 ug/L


 
Post LGAC


·        pCBSA = <5 ug/L
·        MCB = <0.5 ug/L
·        CF = <0.5 ug/L


 
Air Sample Results
 


 
Discharge Stack


·        MCB = <0.0005 ppmv
·        CF = <0.0005 ppmv
·        Benzene = 0.0002 J ppmv


 


 


From: Warren, Scott@DTSC <Scott.Warren@dtsc.ca.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, December 10, 2014 8:53 AM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: I think Scott's email is incorrect
 
Cynthia,
 
I’m a geologist with DTSC and I work on the Montrose and Del Amo sites as well as the larger LA
 Basin Groundwater Restoration project.  I was on the USEPA/CalEPA call yesterday morning
 regarding the Dual Site Groundwater cleanup system and the reinjection of pCBSA and I will
 participate in the Convening with Cynthia Babich next Monday 12/15/2014.
 
During the 12/15/2014 convening, I have been tasked with discussing the lateral extent of
 contaminants in groundwater.  I was also asked to briefly discuss the treatment system (I’m not an
 engineer, but will do my best to discuss generalities).
 
I have a few questions that I would really appreciate your help with before the meeting next
 Monday. 
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1.       USEPA provided a graph  showing the expected concentration of pCBSA on startup and after
 2 yrs, 5, etc.   Can I get a copy of the graph and slides? 


2.       I think it was you that provided some cost numbers for pCBSA HiPOX operation and a
 timeline for when HiPOX will be used and when it will be shut down.  Can I get the capital
 cost and O&M cost estimates related to the estimated period of HiPOX operation.  Added
 cost estimates for longer HiPOX operation etc.  The cost estimates were very good for
 Executive staff to know and can help in our general discussion on Monday.


3.       Water has been extracted and is being held in tanks.  Has any testing been performed on
 the water in the holding tanks?  If so, (and it is has value), can we get and share the data at
 the 12/15/2014 meeting.     


 
Thank you,
 
Scott (714) 484-5462
 
(I’m in meetings all day today but will be available tomorrow if you would like to discuss anything)








From: Warren, Scott@DTSC
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: I think Scott"s email is incorrect
Date: Wednesday, December 10, 2014 8:53:59 AM


Cynthia,
 
I’m a geologist with DTSC and I work on the Montrose and Del Amo sites as well as the larger LA
 Basin Groundwater Restoration project.  I was on the USEPA/CalEPA call yesterday morning
 regarding the Dual Site Groundwater cleanup system and the reinjection of pCBSA and I will
 participate in the Convening with Cynthia Babich next Monday 12/15/2014.
 
During the 12/15/2014 convening, I have been tasked with discussing the lateral extent of
 contaminants in groundwater.  I was also asked to briefly discuss the treatment system (I’m not an
 engineer, but will do my best to discuss generalities).
 
I have a few questions that I would really appreciate your help with before the meeting next
 Monday. 
 


1.       USEPA provided a graph  showing the expected concentration of pCBSA on startup and after
 2 yrs, 5, etc.   Can I get a copy of the graph and slides? 


2.       I think it was you that provided some cost numbers for pCBSA HiPOX operation and a
 timeline for when HiPOX will be used and when it will be shut down.  Can I get the capital
 cost and O&M cost estimates related to the estimated period of HiPOX operation.  Added
 cost estimates for longer HiPOX operation etc.  The cost estimates were very good for
 Executive staff to know and can help in our general discussion on Monday.


3.       Water has been extracted and is being held in tanks.  Has any testing been performed on
 the water in the holding tanks?  If so, (and it is has value), can we get and share the data at
 the 12/15/2014 meeting.     


 
Thank you,
 
Scott (714) 484-5462
 
(I’m in meetings all day today but will be available tomorrow if you would like to discuss anything)
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From: Barton, Dana
To: Cynthia Babich; Blumenfeld, Jared
Cc: Wetmore, Cynthia; Mayer, Kevin; DIAZ, ALEJANDRO; Ball, Harold; Jolish, Taly; MARTINEZ, YARISSA; Sayed,


 Safouh@DTSC; Battaglia, Lora K.; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Angela Johnson Meszaros; Miranda Maupin; Yogi,
 David; Rodriguez, Dante; Tejada, Matthew; Florence Gharibian; Ron Isles; Markus Niebanck;
 dcapjane@aol.com; Lyles, Maurice (Boxer)


Subject: RE: Montrose Construction Update 11/17/2014
Date: Thursday, November 20, 2014 5:01:20 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Dear Ms. Babich, DAAC Board of Directors and DAAC Core Group:
 
We have received your request to not reinject water that still contains pCBSA and to allow
 time for you and DAAC Board of Directors/Core group to meet with key stakeholders in
 December.  We too would like an opportunity to discuss pCSBA with you, key Stakeholders,
 and the DAAC Board of Directors and Core Group. 
 
Are you proposing the meeting on December 15 with stakeholders to include EPA?  If not, we
 would like to be included or to meet with all of you the following day, December 16.  As you
 know, we have a relatively new set of managers and staff working on the Montrose site and
 would like the opportunity to meet and discuss your concerns in person before moving
 forward.
 
Currently, our schedule for the treatment system includes performing several functional tests
 including a “batch test” on Monday, November 24th and several system-wide testing after the
 batch test.  These tests involved running the many parts of the system together for a limited
 duration.  The batch test includes pumping contaminated groundwater from the extraction
 wells through the treatment system and holding the water in a 20,000 gallon tank onsite while
 analytical water testing is completed.  It is estimated that analytical results will be available
 either December 1st or 2nd which is prior to testing the injection wells component of the
 system.   
 
EPA would like to continue with this schedule to conduct a batch test of the treatment system
 in November because it will allow us to evaluate actual levels of pCBSA after the water has
 gone through the treatment system.  Following the functional testing phase, there will be the
 final inspection where EPA will certify that the system was constructed as designed.  After
 approval from EPA, a Start-up/Shakedown period which lasts 60-90 days is planned to begin. 
 To allow for more time for discussions before the system becomes operational, we will delay
 starting the shakedown period from the planned schedule in early December to January.
 
Please let us know of your availability for meeting with us.  We look forward to the
 opportunity for discussions and are committed to engaging you and the community in our
 decision making process.
 
Thank you!
 
Dana
 
Dana Barton
Section Chief, Superfund Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
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75 Hawthorne Street (SFD-7-2)
San Francisco, CA 94105
tel:  415.972.3087
 
 
From: Cynthia Babich [mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 18, 2014 8:23 PM
To: Blumenfeld, Jared
Cc: Wetmore, Cynthia; Mayer, Kevin; DIAZ, ALEJANDRO; Ball, Harold; Jolish, Taly; MARTINEZ,
 YARISSA; Sayed, Safouh@DTSC; Battaglia, Lora K.; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Angela Johnson
 Meszaros; Miranda Maupin; Yogi, David; Rodriguez, Dante; Barton, Dana; Tejada, Matthew;
 Florence Gharibian; Ron Isles; Markus Niebanck; dcapjane@aol.com; Lyles, Maurice (Boxer)
Subject: Re: Montrose Construction Update 11/17/2014
 
EPA,
Please do not re inject any treated water that still contains pCBSA. We feel we have a right to
 have this conversation with agency stakeholders. We are working hard to set up conversations
 about pCBSA and this issue of re injection of a chemical into a clean area of groundwater that
 we know very little about.  It is important to be precautionary with this chemical since little is
 know about its toxicity. 
It is very wrong to re inject a chemical into an area where is does not currently exist. We
 deserve the opportunity to fix this especially when it is easily fixable with the existing
 treatment system.
We had a meeting scheduled for the 21st, but key stakeholders were going away for the
 holidays, we are hoping December 15th will work to reschedule this meeting.
We are working really hard and will be really unhappy if we are not be given the courtesy and
 time needed to vet this issue.  The community has only been waiting decades.  Turning this
 system on can wait some days.
Thank you,
Cynthia Babich, DAAC Board of Directors and DAAC Core Group
 
On Mon, Nov 17, 2014 at 3:37 PM, Wetmore, Cynthia <Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov> wrote:


Hi Cynthia,
 
I had hoped to be completed with the pipeline installation work last week, but due to traffic
 control restrictions at Normandie Avenue and Torrance Boulevard, there was pipe still a
 small section to be completed after last week.  After the pipe is completed, the final
 segment of cable can be run through the area and we are done with the street work!  The
 estimate for completion is this week.  
 
Functional testing is continues at the Montrose Site.  Clean water has been run through most
 pieces of equipment.  Currently the Air Stripper is not meeting the air flow design
 requirements.  However, the Air Stripper was conservatively designed to remove VOCs to
 design standards without the operation of the HiPox system.  The HiPox system currently
 in place should remove a majority of the VOCs, and thereby, the Air Stripper, as operating,
 will meet design standards.  However, Montrose has contacted the Air Stripper
 manufacturer and will require that the system be able to operate at design air flow
 requirement.  The next test will be a batch test using water from the wells once the pipeline
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 is installed.  The treated water will be held and tested prior to reinjection.  Also at the
 Montrose property, the storm water ditch was installed.
 
City of Los Angeles DPW and DOT inspectors were on Normandie Avenue last week
 inspecting the pipeline installation.  LA Fire Department inspected the treatment plant
 again.  GeoSyntec, the designer on record, inspected the work.
 
There were no detections of VOCs and no exceedances of noise levels or dust levels
 observed outside the exclusion zones.  I have attached last week’s dust and PID readings.


 
 
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059


--
Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net
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From: Unger, Samuel@Waterboards
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: Montrose Technical Information
Date: Friday, December 19, 2014 7:29:36 AM
Attachments: image001.png


Thank you.  This should be good for now – when do you return to the office – I am hoping we can
 meet, if only by phone.
 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2014 4:50 PM
To: Unger, Samuel@Waterboards
Cc: Barton, Dana; Lyons, John
Subject: Montrose Technical Information
 
Hello Sam,  Attached are the preliminary DRAFT results for pCBSA in the different groundwater
 levels.  I will work on getting the groundwater modelling results as soon as possible, as well as mass
 calculations.
 
If you need anything, feel free to shoot me an email.  You will see an out of office response, but I am
 periodically checking and will get you what you need as soon as I am able.
 
Hope you have a happy holiday, Cynthia W.
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
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From: Senga, Robert@DTSC
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: Barton, Dana; Mayer, Kevin; MARTINEZ, YARISSA; Warren, Scott@DTSC
Subject: RE: Montrose update
Date: Wednesday, December 17, 2014 4:58:39 PM
Attachments: image001.png


 Cynthia,
Thank you  for the update.
 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 17, 2014 12:21 PM
To: Senga, Robert@DTSC
Cc: Barton, Dana; Mayer, Kevin; MARTINEZ, YARISSA; Warren, Scott@DTSC
Subject: Montrose update
 
Hi Robert,
 
In Safoud’s absence, I want to give you a quick status update about the Montrose Construction
 project.  The results of the first batch test came in.  (See bottom of email).  The second batch test
 was run on Monday, and I expect the results next Monday (12/23/2014).  Just so you are aware, the
 pCBSA level in the effluent may still be low and not indicative of what we will expect in the long-
term.  For the first passes of clean GAC, a limited of pCBSA will be adsorbed, but will quickly
 breakthrough to concentrations before the GAC.  There is some uncertainty whether the
 breakthrough will be days or weeks.  I recommend just assuming what exits the air stripper is what
 the concentration ultimately will be in the effluent of pCBSA.
 
EPA received the draft O&M Manual.  I am making a CD copy for Safouh and will mail it to him.
 
Yesterday, EPA and its contractors conducted the final inspection of the treatment plant.  There are
 only a few minor on-site issues and a few documentation issues left before I can certified that the
 remedy is constructed.  I am hoping to be allowed to continue with the functional testing or ‘5-day
 test’ so I can finish this by the end of this year.
 
Thanks, Cynthia W.
 
Groundwater Sample Results from Batch test
 


Influent
·        pCBSA = 51,000 ug/L
·        MCB = 6,600 ug/L
·        CF = 1,400 ug/L
·        Arsenic = 5 ug/L


 
Post HiPOx


·        pCBSA = 30,000 ug/L
·        MCB = 2,400 ug/L
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·        CF = 1,200 ug/L
 
Post Air Stripper


·        pCBSA = 23,000 ug/L
·        MCB = 53 ug/L
·        CF = 23 ug/L


 
Post LGAC


·        pCBSA = <5 ug/L
·        MCB = <0.5 ug/L
·        CF = <0.5 ug/L


 
Air Sample Results
 
Air Stripper Outlet


·        MCB = 17 ppmv
·        CF = 8.9 ppmv
·        Benzene = 0.2 ppmv


 
Discharge Stack


·        MCB = <0.0005 ppmv
·        CF = <0.0005 ppmv
·        Benzene = 0.0002 J ppmv


 
 
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 








From: Wetmore, Cynthia
To: Mike Palmer
Subject: RE: Not sure if you just called me
Date: Friday, November 21, 2014 1:12:00 PM
Attachments: image004.png
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“would really like to say we have all components are operational”
 
I do too.
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: Mike Palmer [mailto:mikepalmer@cox.net] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 1:08 PM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: Not sure if you just called me
 


I did, I had to jump another call.  I am just concerned that we are
 overthinking the batch test.   Can we make the focus to check that
 all extraction well pumps pump, that all treatment system
 components run. And take analytical data for preliminary
 evaluation of treatment performance.  Any water treated will not
 be discharged.  I have an annual meeting with Montrose on 12/4
 and would really like to say we have all components are
 operational (realizing that air strippers are not up to snuff yet). 
 
If we get great results that is a positive.  If they are not, then we
 deal with it.  Bottom line I just want to run the system.  We can
 agree to do a separate batch test for prove out as needed.  Does
 this make sense?
Mike
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From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 12:55 PM
To: Mike Palmer
Subject: RE: Not sure if you just called me
 
I have it. thanks
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: Mike Palmer [mailto:mikepalmer@cox.net] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 12:25 PM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: Not sure if you just called me
 


We likely have that information, if you need it, let me know
 and we can look for it.
 
From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 11:40 AM
To: Mike Palmer
Subject: RE: Not sure if you just called me
 
Oh I intend to price this to end of project, believe you me.
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
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From: Mike Palmer [mailto:mikepalmer@cox.net] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 11:38 AM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: Not sure if you just called me
 


That’s fine, if we need to press him on something I
 don’t mind, just want to prioritize it.    Also re the
 pCBSA,  don’t forget that there is large costs for O&M
 from years 3 and beyond.
 
From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 11:35 AM
To: Mike Palmer
Subject: RE: Not sure if you just called me
 
Yep.  That works for me.  And I am not talking to Brian for another week. 
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: Mike Palmer [mailto:mikepalmer@cox.net] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 11:33 AM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: Not sure if you just called me
 
Re the cost to just purchase the Hipox system was $1,231,906.93 per
 the submitted QSF claim cert.  If we are talking round numbers, I
 would suggest using ~$1.3 to ~$1.4MM for purchase, installation
 and auxiliary components.  We can get more precision on that
 number if you need it, but I would need to have Brian to look into it
 and he has a lot on his plate.  I hope this is sufficient.
Mike
 


 
 
From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
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Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 11:27 AM
To: Mike Palmer
Subject: RE: Not sure if you just called me
 
No, not today.  Thanks for keeping me in the loop re:Air Stripper and
 pumps.
 
I do have a cost question, if easily available.  How much did you
 spend to purchase and install the HiPox system and all the auxiliary
 components?
 
 
Thanks, Cynthia
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: Mike Palmer [mailto:mikepalmer@cox.net] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 11:01 AM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: Not sure if you just called me
 


But if you did I am stuck on a conference
 call for quite some time, but will be
 monitoring email.
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From: Wetmore, Cynthia
To: Mike Palmer
Subject: RE: Not sure if you just called me
Date: Friday, November 21, 2014 1:11:00 PM
Attachments: image004.png


image001.png


I completely agree.  I am on another call.
 
Sorry if I started this.  If you are willing to re-do if we don’t meet it, I would like to proceed.  The only
 real cost risk, is some extra sampling/analysis cost
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: Mike Palmer [mailto:mikepalmer@cox.net] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 1:08 PM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: Not sure if you just called me
 


I did, I had to jump another call.  I am just concerned that we are
 overthinking the batch test.   Can we make the focus to check that
 all extraction well pumps pump, that all treatment system
 components run. And take analytical data for preliminary
 evaluation of treatment performance.  Any water treated will not
 be discharged.  I have an annual meeting with Montrose on 12/4
 and would really like to say we have all components are
 operational (realizing that air strippers are not up to snuff yet). 
 
If we get great results that is a positive.  If they are not, then we
 deal with it.  Bottom line I just want to run the system.  We can
 agree to do a separate batch test for prove out as needed.  Does
 this make sense?
Mike
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From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 12:55 PM
To: Mike Palmer
Subject: RE: Not sure if you just called me
 
I have it. thanks
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: Mike Palmer [mailto:mikepalmer@cox.net] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 12:25 PM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: Not sure if you just called me
 


We likely have that information, if you need it, let me know
 and we can look for it.
 
From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 11:40 AM
To: Mike Palmer
Subject: RE: Not sure if you just called me
 
Oh I intend to price this to end of project, believe you me.
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
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From: Mike Palmer [mailto:mikepalmer@cox.net] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 11:38 AM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: Not sure if you just called me
 


That’s fine, if we need to press him on something I
 don’t mind, just want to prioritize it.    Also re the
 pCBSA,  don’t forget that there is large costs for O&M
 from years 3 and beyond.
 
From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 11:35 AM
To: Mike Palmer
Subject: RE: Not sure if you just called me
 
Yep.  That works for me.  And I am not talking to Brian for another week. 
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: Mike Palmer [mailto:mikepalmer@cox.net] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 11:33 AM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: Not sure if you just called me
 
Re the cost to just purchase the Hipox system was $1,231,906.93 per
 the submitted QSF claim cert.  If we are talking round numbers, I
 would suggest using ~$1.3 to ~$1.4MM for purchase, installation
 and auxiliary components.  We can get more precision on that
 number if you need it, but I would need to have Brian to look into it
 and he has a lot on his plate.  I hope this is sufficient.
Mike
 


 
 
From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
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Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 11:27 AM
To: Mike Palmer
Subject: RE: Not sure if you just called me
 
No, not today.  Thanks for keeping me in the loop re:Air Stripper and
 pumps.
 
I do have a cost question, if easily available.  How much did you
 spend to purchase and install the HiPox system and all the auxiliary
 components?
 
 
Thanks, Cynthia
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: Mike Palmer [mailto:mikepalmer@cox.net] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 11:01 AM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: Not sure if you just called me
 


But if you did I am stuck on a conference
 call for quite some time, but will be
 monitoring email.
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From: Dean, Brian
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: TGRS Construction - Week 90 Progress Report
Date: Monday, December 08, 2014 9:08:36 AM
Attachments: image001.png


Correct.
 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Monday, December 08, 2014 9:06 AM
To: Dean, Brian
Subject: RE: TGRS Construction - Week 90 Progress Report
 
Brian,  Just to clarify, by discharge you mean re-injection correct?
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: Dean, Brian [mailto:Brian.Dean@aecom.com] 
Sent: Monday, December 08, 2014 8:35 AM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com; Natalia.Raykhman@CH2M.com; Jaime Dinello; Thomas,
 Kevin; McCord, Alycia; Barnes, Jacob; Gajjar, Monal; Mike Palmer;
 Kelly.Richardson@LW.com; Jeff.Carlin@lw.com
Subject: TGRS Construction - Week 90 Progress Report
 
Cynthia:
                                       
Please find attached for your review the Week 90 TGRS construction progress report for the
 period of December 1 through 5, 2014.  A copy of the functional testing laboratory results is
 attached and briefly summarized below.  The Effluent Tank sample was non-detectable for
 VOCs and pCBSA.  Although the Effluent Tank was empty, the Effluent Tank sample was
 likely diluted by potable water in the LGAC vessels.  We will need to process a larger volume
 in order to completely flush the LGAC vessels of the potable water.  With your permission,
 we will discharge the clean water from the Effluent Tank and other potable water
 temporarily stored in the tanks at the site.  Once there is sufficient storage capacity, we will
 process an additional batch of groundwater from the extraction wells for sampling.  The
 treated groundwater from that batch would be held in the Effluent Tank pending laboratory
 results.           
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Groundwater Sample Results
 
Influent


·        pCBSA = 51,000 ug/L
·        MCB = 6,600 ug/L
·        CF = 1,400 ug/L
·        Arsenic = 5 ug/L


 
Post HiPOx


·        pCBSA = 30,000 ug/L
·        MCB = 2,400 ug/L
·        CF = 1,200 ug/L


 
Post Air Stripper


·        pCBSA = 23,000 ug/L
·        MCB = 53 ug/L
·        CF = 23 ug/L


 
Post LGAC


·        pCBSA = <5 ug/L
·        MCB = <0.5 ug/L
·        CF = <0.5 ug/L


 
Air Sample Results
 
Air Stripper Outlet


·        MCB = 17 ppmv
·        CF = 8.9 ppmv
·        Benzene = 0.2 ppmv


 
Discharge Stack


·        MCB = <0.0005 ppmv
·        CF = <0.0005 ppmv
·        Benzene = 0.0002 J ppmv


 
Brian
 








From: Dean, Brian
To: Wetmore, Cynthia; Mike Palmer; Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
Date: Friday, November 21, 2014 11:38:40 AM
Attachments: image001.png


Air stripping does not treat pCBSA.  Air stripping was added to treat low concentration VOCs like
 methylene chloride and 1,2-DCA that are not readily oxidized or adsorbed by LGAC. 
 
The HiPOx system will treat the pCBSA. 
 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 11:29 AM
To: Mike Palmer; Dean, Brian; Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 
Agreed on robust system comment.  I am unfamiliar with the design requirements to assess whether
 the ISGS for the COCs will be met.  Maybe the VOCs are removed, but at the expense of pCBSA
 reduction.  I just don’t know. 
 
Mike G.?
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: Mike Palmer [mailto:mikepalmer@cox.net] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 10:51 AM
To: 'Dean, Brian'; Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com; Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 


Mike G and Cynthia
Do you agree?
Mike
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From: Dean, Brian [mailto:Brian.Dean@aecom.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 10:43 AM
To: Mike Palmer; Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com; Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 
With HiPOx in line, the lower air to water ratio should be fine in achieving the ISGS discharge
 requirements.  The three systems in series is a relatively robust treatment train.
 
Brian
 


From: Mike Palmer [mailto:mikepalmer@cox.net] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 10:11 AM
To: Dean, Brian; Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com; Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 


All
RE the Air stripper issue, Brian and I will address it offline.  We
 need to have all the information at hand and then we can make a
 recommendation to Montrose before proceeding.  Cynthia I will
 keep you posted as we progress but the flow rates from the
 blowers is unacceptable to me.  I agree with Brian we will not
 have this resolved  by next week. 
 
My question to the Brian is there a highly likelihood that with the
 Hip ox system online that we would be able to achieve our ISGS
 for the discharge?  If that is the case I would like to run the batch
 treatment to demonstrate that we can run all of the wells/run the
 treatment train.  I believe this is advantageous.  I realize if we
 don’t pass we would have to redo this test. 
 
Brian please let us know your thoughts.
Mike
 
 
From: Dean, Brian [mailto:Brian.Dean@aecom.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 9:25 AM
To: Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com; mikepalmer@cox.net; Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 
I think we can fix the cavitation problem by next Tuesday – it is a day of welding work.
 
It is unlikely that the air stripper issue can be fixed prior to functional testing.  We are not
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 done fighting with QED yet.  Their blowers only did 2,000 to 2,300 cfm each during a dry
 test, so they never achieved 2,600 cfm even under low backpressure conditions.  The total
 pressure loss across the system is only 2” WC over the QED recommended range, and I
 seriously doubt that dropping 2” WC would allow the blowers to achieve the target flow. 
 
In any event, to install a booster blower, we would have to locate and procure an in-stock
 model, build a small equipment pad, revise the steel piping, add a support, run conduit and
 wire between the blower and an empty bucket in the control room, install disconnect, and
 revise PLC program and screen controls.  It is not something that can be completed in 2 or 3
 days. 
 
The actual air to water ratio is approximately 36:1.  The design air to water ratio from the
 Revised Basis of Design Report is 48:1.  Air to water ratios above 30 are generally required,
 and air to water ratios above 50 are typically recommended.  The difference in stripping
 efficiency between 36:1 and 48:1 is not that dramatic, but the design ratio was already at
 the low end of the recommended range.  We will continue to address this issue.
 
Brian    
 


From: Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com [mailto:Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2014 9:33 PM
To: Dean, Brian
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com; mikepalmer@cox.net; Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 
Brian,
 
Thanks for the update. Based on some of the problems you noted below, it seems it will take
 a while to resolve them before functional testing can be done, e.g. getting the transfer
 pumps and air stripper issues resolved.  It doesn’t seem like batch testing next Tuesday is
 realistic.
 
Please advise.
 
Mike
Mike Grigorieff, P.E.
Senior Technologist
Industrial Systems Water & Process


 
CH2M HILL
6 Hutton Centre Dr., Suite 700
Santa Ana, CA 92707
PH  714.435.6306
Fax  714.424.2052
Mgrigori@ch2m.com


 
 
 


From: Dean, Brian [mailto:Brian.Dean@aecom.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2014 6:01 PM
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To: Mike Palmer; 'Wetmore, Cynthia'
Cc: Grigorieff, Mike/SCO; 'Jaime Dinello'
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 
It’s possible, although Tuesday would be a safer bet.  See below for today’s update:
 


·         Piping and conduit in the intersection complete with one exception; need to make
 connection to 2”x4” G-EW-3 piping.  Will make that connection tomorrow morning
 and pressure test.  Will begin backfilling the intersection with slurry tomorrow
 afternoon.


·         Installation of power and control wiring to MBFB-EW-1, BF-EW-1, and G-EW-1, and
 UBA-EW-3 is 95% complete.  Will finish tomorrow morning and starting testing the
 controls.    


·         Fiber optic cable was pulled from Satellite #3 to the west end of 204th Street.  Will
 complete installation to control room tomorrow.


·         Will start pulling Satellite #2 fiber optic cable and G-EW-3 power and control wiring
 on Saturday.


·         Completed parking stall stenciling and wheel stop installation. 
·         Completed repaving of Normandie Ave between Stations 113+00 and 116+00.
·         There are 3 transfer pumps that are not working properly:


o   Utility Tank pump 3650A was returned to the supplier for repair under
 warranty this morning (insufficient clearance between impellar and
 housing).


o   Both LGAC feed pumps 3660A and 3660B cavitate badly at flow rates in excess
 of 300 to 500 gpm.  The piping was installed per Drawings M-334 and M-
513, but we may need to reduce the piping size from 12” to 6” diameter
 closer to the feed tank or use eccentric reducers instead of concentric.  We
 are consulting with the pump supplier to get their opinion.


·         We measured 20” of water pressure loss between the air strippers and discharge
 stack, which is pretty low for three VGAC vessels, piping, valves, and duct heater. 
 Nonetheless, QED is claiming that this backpressure is too much for their blowers to
 achieve the design flow rate and is refusing to upgrade their blowers.  QED has
 recommended installation of a booster blower to achieve the target air flow rate of
 5,200 cfm (two operating air strippers).        


 
Brian
 


From: Mike Palmer [mailto:mikepalmer@cox.net] 
Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2014 5:00 PM
To: Dean, Brian; 'Wetmore, Cynthia'
Cc: Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com; 'Jaime Dinello'
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 


Brian
Thanks are we still on for the batch testing on Monday?  Let us
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 know since I believe Mike G is planning for that day.
Mike
 
 
From: Dean, Brian [mailto:Brian.Dean@aecom.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 19, 2014 11:39 PM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia; Mike Palmer
Cc: Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com; Jaime Dinello
Subject: TGRS Update
 
Activities completed today:
 


·         Continued welding piping in the intersection and installing conduit.  Expect to finish
 tomorrow.  Slurry backfill is scheduled for Friday.


·         Slurry backfilled 204th Street lateral today.  Will repave last 300 LF of Normandie
 Ave tomorrow.


·         Continued pulling wire in Normandie Ave and landing power/control cabling at
 wells/control room.  Will have additional crew tomorrow to pull Satellite #3 fiber
 optic cable.


·         Transported another 60 loads of clean soil today.  Down to last few loads.
·         Completed repaving around treatment plant today; see attached photos.
·         Jacob had a call with QED re: air stripper performance.  He asked them to fix air


 stripper performance at their own cost.
 
Brian
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From: Wetmore, Cynthia
To: Dean, Brian; Mike Palmer; Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
Date: Friday, November 21, 2014 11:40:00 AM
Attachments: image004.png
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Yes.  The HiPox will also treat the VOCs.  Whether they are preferable treated over pCBSA, I don’t
 know.  (there is a limit to the oxidant to be injected)
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: Dean, Brian [mailto:Brian.Dean@aecom.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 11:38 AM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia; Mike Palmer; Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 
Air stripping does not treat pCBSA.  Air stripping was added to treat low concentration VOCs
 like methylene chloride and 1,2-DCA that are not readily oxidized or adsorbed by LGAC. 
 
The HiPOx system will treat the pCBSA. 
 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 11:29 AM
To: Mike Palmer; Dean, Brian; Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 
Agreed on robust system comment.  I am unfamiliar with the design requirements to assess
 whether the ISGS for the COCs will be met.  Maybe the VOCs are removed, but at the
 expense of pCBSA reduction.  I just don’t know. 
 
Mike G.?
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Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: Mike Palmer [mailto:mikepalmer@cox.net] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 10:51 AM
To: 'Dean, Brian'; Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com; Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 


Mike G and Cynthia
Do you agree?
Mike
 
 
From: Dean, Brian [mailto:Brian.Dean@aecom.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 10:43 AM
To: Mike Palmer; Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com; Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 
With HiPOx in line, the lower air to water ratio should be fine in achieving the ISGS
 discharge requirements.  The three systems in series is a relatively robust treatment
 train.
 
Brian
 


From: Mike Palmer [mailto:mikepalmer@cox.net] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 10:11 AM
To: Dean, Brian; Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com; Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 


All
RE the Air stripper issue, Brian and I will address it offline. 
 We need to have all the information at hand and then we
 can make a recommendation to Montrose before
 proceeding.  Cynthia I will keep you posted as we progress
 but the flow rates from the blowers is unacceptable to me.  I
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 agree with Brian we will not have this resolved  by next
 week. 
 
My question to the Brian is there a highly likelihood that with
 the Hip ox system online that we would be able to achieve
 our ISGS for the discharge?  If that is the case I would like
 to run the batch treatment to demonstrate that we can run
 all of the wells/run the treatment train.  I believe this is
 advantageous.  I realize if we don’t pass we would have to
 redo this test. 
 
Brian please let us know your thoughts.
Mike
 
 
From: Dean, Brian [mailto:Brian.Dean@aecom.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 9:25 AM
To: Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com; mikepalmer@cox.net; Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 
I think we can fix the cavitation problem by next Tuesday – it is a day of welding
 work.
 
It is unlikely that the air stripper issue can be fixed prior to functional testing.  We
 are not done fighting with QED yet.  Their blowers only did 2,000 to 2,300 cfm each
 during a dry test, so they never achieved 2,600 cfm even under low backpressure
 conditions.  The total pressure loss across the system is only 2” WC over the QED
 recommended range, and I seriously doubt that dropping 2” WC would allow the
 blowers to achieve the target flow. 
 
In any event, to install a booster blower, we would have to locate and procure an in-
stock model, build a small equipment pad, revise the steel piping, add a support, run
 conduit and wire between the blower and an empty bucket in the control room,
 install disconnect, and revise PLC program and screen controls.  It is not something
 that can be completed in 2 or 3 days. 
 
The actual air to water ratio is approximately 36:1.  The design air to water ratio
 from the Revised Basis of Design Report is 48:1.  Air to water ratios above 30 are
 generally required, and air to water ratios above 50 are typically recommended. 
 The difference in stripping efficiency between 36:1 and 48:1 is not that dramatic,
 but the design ratio was already at the low end of the recommended range.  We will
 continue to address this issue.
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Brian    
 


From: Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com [mailto:Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2014 9:33 PM
To: Dean, Brian
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com; mikepalmer@cox.net; Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 
Brian,
 
Thanks for the update. Based on some of the problems you noted below, it seems it
 will take a while to resolve them before functional testing can be done, e.g. getting
 the transfer pumps and air stripper issues resolved.  It doesn’t seem like batch
 testing next Tuesday is realistic.
 
Please advise.
 
Mike
Mike Grigorieff, P.E.
Senior Technologist
Industrial Systems Water & Process


 
CH2M HILL
6 Hutton Centre Dr., Suite 700
Santa Ana, CA 92707
PH  714.435.6306
Fax  714.424.2052
Mgrigori@ch2m.com


 
 
 


From: Dean, Brian [mailto:Brian.Dean@aecom.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2014 6:01 PM
To: Mike Palmer; 'Wetmore, Cynthia'
Cc: Grigorieff, Mike/SCO; 'Jaime Dinello'
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 
It’s possible, although Tuesday would be a safer bet.  See below for today’s update:
 


·         Piping and conduit in the intersection complete with one exception; need to
 make connection to 2”x4” G-EW-3 piping.  Will make that connection
 tomorrow morning and pressure test.  Will begin backfilling the intersection
 with slurry tomorrow afternoon.


·         Installation of power and control wiring to MBFB-EW-1, BF-EW-1, and G-
EW-1, and UBA-EW-3 is 95% complete.  Will finish tomorrow morning and
 starting testing the controls.    


·         Fiber optic cable was pulled from Satellite #3 to the west end of 204th


 Street.  Will complete installation to control room tomorrow.
·         Will start pulling Satellite #2 fiber optic cable and G-EW-3 power and control
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 wiring on Saturday.
·         Completed parking stall stenciling and wheel stop installation. 
·         Completed repaving of Normandie Ave between Stations 113+00 and


 116+00.
·         There are 3 transfer pumps that are not working properly:


o   Utility Tank pump 3650A was returned to the supplier for repair under
 warranty this morning (insufficient clearance between impellar and
 housing).


o   Both LGAC feed pumps 3660A and 3660B cavitate badly at flow rates
 in excess of 300 to 500 gpm.  The piping was installed per Drawings
 M-334 and M-513, but we may need to reduce the piping size from
 12” to 6” diameter closer to the feed tank or use eccentric reducers
 instead of concentric.  We are consulting with the pump supplier to
 get their opinion.


·         We measured 20” of water pressure loss between the air strippers and
 discharge stack, which is pretty low for three VGAC vessels, piping, valves,
 and duct heater.  Nonetheless, QED is claiming that this backpressure is too
 much for their blowers to achieve the design flow rate and is refusing to
 upgrade their blowers.  QED has recommended installation of a booster
 blower to achieve the target air flow rate of 5,200 cfm (two operating air
 strippers).        


 
Brian
 


From: Mike Palmer [mailto:mikepalmer@cox.net] 
Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2014 5:00 PM
To: Dean, Brian; 'Wetmore, Cynthia'
Cc: Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com; 'Jaime Dinello'
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 


Brian
Thanks are we still on for the batch testing on Monday?  Let
 us know since I believe Mike G is planning for that day.
Mike
 
 
From: Dean, Brian [mailto:Brian.Dean@aecom.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 19, 2014 11:39 PM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia; Mike Palmer
Cc: Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com; Jaime Dinello
Subject: TGRS Update
 
Activities completed today:
 


·         Continued welding piping in the intersection and installing conduit.  Expect
 to finish tomorrow.  Slurry backfill is scheduled for Friday.
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·         Slurry backfilled 204th Street lateral today.  Will repave last 300 LF of
 Normandie Ave tomorrow.


·         Continued pulling wire in Normandie Ave and landing power/control cabling
 at wells/control room.  Will have additional crew tomorrow to pull Satellite
 #3 fiber optic cable.


·         Transported another 60 loads of clean soil today.  Down to last few loads.
·         Completed repaving around treatment plant today; see attached photos.
·         Jacob had a call with QED re: air stripper performance.  He asked them to fix


 air stripper performance at their own cost.
 
Brian








From: Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com
To: Brian.Dean@aecom.com; Wetmore, Cynthia; mikepalmer@cox.net
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
Date: Friday, November 21, 2014 12:05:42 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Montrose/AECOM can remove some uncertainty and get a better feel for expected performance if
 they do a bit of analysis before the batch test (perhaps Geosyntec can do this) as suggested below:
 


·         AOP System: Estimate roughly how much VOC removal will occur in the HiPOX unit. I recall
 this information was included in some earlier test reports prepared by HiPOx and
 Geosyntec. I recall a general VOC removal of about 30% overall, however, I think the earlier
 reports addressed removal of specific VOCS, e.g. alkenes (easy to remove) vs. alkanes
 (harder to remove). This would provide approximate information regarding what VOC
 concentrations would be going into the air stripper.


 
·         Air Stripping System:  Based on this approximate AOP effluent information from the above


 analysis, the performance of the air stripper at lower air flow rates/lower air water ratio can
 be estimated. QED has an on line air stripper simulation program that can provide
 approximations of VOC removal by specific VOCs at different air/water ratios.  More
 importantly, this simulation would provide better understanding of how much “cushion”
 there might in Air Stripper performance at the lower air/water ratio going forward even on
 a temporary basis until the air stripper blower problem gets resolved.


 


·         LGAC System:  The LGAC is the 3rd step and is provided to remove residual VOCs including
 those that are not too amenable to AOP or air stripping treatment.  I would not expect the
 LGAC system to be impacted in a short 24 hour test. However, if at some point, the overall
 treatment system will be operated with a sub-par air stripper for a more prolonged period
 of time until it is fixed, the above analysis would be helpful in assessing the potential impact
 on the LGAC usage/performance going forward until the air stripper blower problem is
 resolved.
 


Mike
Mike Grigorieff, P.E.
Senior Technologist
Industrial Systems Water & Process


 
CH2M HILL
6 Hutton Centre Dr., Suite 700
Santa Ana, CA 92707
PH  714.435.6306
Fax  714.424.2052
Mgrigori@ch2m.com
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From: Dean, Brian [mailto:Brian.Dean@aecom.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 11:38 AM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia; Mike Palmer; Grigorieff, Mike/SCO
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 
Air stripping does not treat pCBSA.  Air stripping was added to treat low concentration VOCs like
 methylene chloride and 1,2-DCA that are not readily oxidized or adsorbed by LGAC. 
 
The HiPOx system will treat the pCBSA. 
 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 11:29 AM
To: Mike Palmer; Dean, Brian; Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 
Agreed on robust system comment.  I am unfamiliar with the design requirements to assess whether
 the ISGS for the COCs will be met.  Maybe the VOCs are removed, but at the expense of pCBSA
 reduction.  I just don’t know. 
 
Mike G.?
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: Mike Palmer [mailto:mikepalmer@cox.net] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 10:51 AM
To: 'Dean, Brian'; Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com; Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 


Mike G and Cynthia
Do you agree?
Mike
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From: Dean, Brian [mailto:Brian.Dean@aecom.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 10:43 AM
To: Mike Palmer; Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com; Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 
With HiPOx in line, the lower air to water ratio should be fine in achieving the ISGS discharge
 requirements.  The three systems in series is a relatively robust treatment train.
 
Brian
 


From: Mike Palmer [mailto:mikepalmer@cox.net] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 10:11 AM
To: Dean, Brian; Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com; Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 


All
RE the Air stripper issue, Brian and I will address it offline.  We
 need to have all the information at hand and then we can make a
 recommendation to Montrose before proceeding.  Cynthia I will
 keep you posted as we progress but the flow rates from the
 blowers is unacceptable to me.  I agree with Brian we will not
 have this resolved  by next week. 
 
My question to the Brian is there a highly likelihood that with the
 Hip ox system online that we would be able to achieve our ISGS
 for the discharge?  If that is the case I would like to run the batch
 treatment to demonstrate that we can run all of the wells/run the
 treatment train.  I believe this is advantageous.  I realize if we
 don’t pass we would have to redo this test. 
 
Brian please let us know your thoughts.
Mike
 
 
From: Dean, Brian [mailto:Brian.Dean@aecom.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 9:25 AM
To: Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com; mikepalmer@cox.net; Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 
I think we can fix the cavitation problem by next Tuesday – it is a day of welding work.
 
It is unlikely that the air stripper issue can be fixed prior to functional testing.  We are not
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 done fighting with QED yet.  Their blowers only did 2,000 to 2,300 cfm each during a dry
 test, so they never achieved 2,600 cfm even under low backpressure conditions.  The total
 pressure loss across the system is only 2” WC over the QED recommended range, and I
 seriously doubt that dropping 2” WC would allow the blowers to achieve the target flow. 
 
In any event, to install a booster blower, we would have to locate and procure an in-stock
 model, build a small equipment pad, revise the steel piping, add a support, run conduit and
 wire between the blower and an empty bucket in the control room, install disconnect, and
 revise PLC program and screen controls.  It is not something that can be completed in 2 or 3
 days. 
 
The actual air to water ratio is approximately 36:1.  The design air to water ratio from the
 Revised Basis of Design Report is 48:1.  Air to water ratios above 30 are generally required,
 and air to water ratios above 50 are typically recommended.  The difference in stripping
 efficiency between 36:1 and 48:1 is not that dramatic, but the design ratio was already at
 the low end of the recommended range.  We will continue to address this issue.
 
Brian    
 


From: Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com [mailto:Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2014 9:33 PM
To: Dean, Brian
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com; mikepalmer@cox.net; Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 
Brian,
 
Thanks for the update. Based on some of the problems you noted below, it seems it will take
 a while to resolve them before functional testing can be done, e.g. getting the transfer
 pumps and air stripper issues resolved.  It doesn’t seem like batch testing next Tuesday is
 realistic.
 
Please advise.
 
Mike
Mike Grigorieff, P.E.
Senior Technologist
Industrial Systems Water & Process


 
CH2M HILL
6 Hutton Centre Dr., Suite 700
Santa Ana, CA 92707
PH  714.435.6306
Fax  714.424.2052
Mgrigori@ch2m.com


 
 
 


From: Dean, Brian [mailto:Brian.Dean@aecom.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2014 6:01 PM
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To: Mike Palmer; 'Wetmore, Cynthia'
Cc: Grigorieff, Mike/SCO; 'Jaime Dinello'
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 
It’s possible, although Tuesday would be a safer bet.  See below for today’s update:
 


·         Piping and conduit in the intersection complete with one exception; need to make
 connection to 2”x4” G-EW-3 piping.  Will make that connection tomorrow morning
 and pressure test.  Will begin backfilling the intersection with slurry tomorrow
 afternoon.


·         Installation of power and control wiring to MBFB-EW-1, BF-EW-1, and G-EW-1, and
 UBA-EW-3 is 95% complete.  Will finish tomorrow morning and starting testing the
 controls.    


·         Fiber optic cable was pulled from Satellite #3 to the west end of 204th Street.  Will
 complete installation to control room tomorrow.


·         Will start pulling Satellite #2 fiber optic cable and G-EW-3 power and control wiring
 on Saturday.


·         Completed parking stall stenciling and wheel stop installation. 
·         Completed repaving of Normandie Ave between Stations 113+00 and 116+00.
·         There are 3 transfer pumps that are not working properly:


o   Utility Tank pump 3650A was returned to the supplier for repair under
 warranty this morning (insufficient clearance between impellar and
 housing).


o   Both LGAC feed pumps 3660A and 3660B cavitate badly at flow rates in excess
 of 300 to 500 gpm.  The piping was installed per Drawings M-334 and M-
513, but we may need to reduce the piping size from 12” to 6” diameter
 closer to the feed tank or use eccentric reducers instead of concentric.  We
 are consulting with the pump supplier to get their opinion.


·         We measured 20” of water pressure loss between the air strippers and discharge
 stack, which is pretty low for three VGAC vessels, piping, valves, and duct heater. 
 Nonetheless, QED is claiming that this backpressure is too much for their blowers to
 achieve the design flow rate and is refusing to upgrade their blowers.  QED has
 recommended installation of a booster blower to achieve the target air flow rate of
 5,200 cfm (two operating air strippers).        


 
Brian
 


From: Mike Palmer [mailto:mikepalmer@cox.net] 
Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2014 5:00 PM
To: Dean, Brian; 'Wetmore, Cynthia'
Cc: Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com; 'Jaime Dinello'
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 


Brian
Thanks are we still on for the batch testing on Monday?  Let us
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 know since I believe Mike G is planning for that day.
Mike
 
 
From: Dean, Brian [mailto:Brian.Dean@aecom.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 19, 2014 11:39 PM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia; Mike Palmer
Cc: Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com; Jaime Dinello
Subject: TGRS Update
 
Activities completed today:
 


·         Continued welding piping in the intersection and installing conduit.  Expect to finish
 tomorrow.  Slurry backfill is scheduled for Friday.


·         Slurry backfilled 204th Street lateral today.  Will repave last 300 LF of Normandie
 Ave tomorrow.


·         Continued pulling wire in Normandie Ave and landing power/control cabling at
 wells/control room.  Will have additional crew tomorrow to pull Satellite #3 fiber
 optic cable.


·         Transported another 60 loads of clean soil today.  Down to last few loads.
·         Completed repaving around treatment plant today; see attached photos.
·         Jacob had a call with QED re: air stripper performance.  He asked them to fix air


 stripper performance at their own cost.
 
Brian
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From: Wetmore, Cynthia
To: Mike Palmer; Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com; Brian.Dean@aecom.com
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
Date: Friday, November 21, 2014 1:34:00 PM
Attachments: image004.png


image001.png


I agree.   Thanks Cynthia
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: Mike Palmer [mailto:mikepalmer@cox.net] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 1:18 PM
To: Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com; Brian.Dean@aecom.com; Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 


Cynthia
As we have discussed, we want to just test operational status of
 the extraction well pumps, treatments system components etc. 
 We will collect samples to evaluate treatment system
 performance.  If we get positive results that would be great.  If
 not, we would address the outstanding issues and redo the batch
 test.  (This is with the understanding that we still need to address
 the Air Stripper issue).  This way we can at least test all of the
 treatment system elements before Thanksgiving break.  Note no
 water will be discharged next week as part of testing.
Please confirm that this approach is acceptable.
Mike
 
 
From: Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com [mailto:Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 12:05 PM
To: Brian.Dean@aecom.com; Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov; mikepalmer@cox.net
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Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 
Montrose/AECOM can remove some uncertainty and get a better feel for expected
 performance if they do a bit of analysis before the batch test (perhaps Geosyntec can do
 this) as suggested below:
 


·         AOP System: Estimate roughly how much VOC removal will occur in the HiPOX unit.
 I recall this information was included in some earlier test reports prepared by HiPOx
 and Geosyntec. I recall a general VOC removal of about 30% overall, however, I
 think the earlier reports addressed removal of specific VOCS, e.g. alkenes (easy to
 remove) vs. alkanes (harder to remove). This would provide approximate
 information regarding what VOC concentrations would be going into the air
 stripper.


 
·         Air Stripping System:  Based on this approximate AOP effluent information from the


 above analysis, the performance of the air stripper at lower air flow rates/lower air
 water ratio can be estimated. QED has an on line air stripper simulation program
 that can provide approximations of VOC removal by specific VOCs at different
 air/water ratios.  More importantly, this simulation would provide better
 understanding of how much “cushion” there might in Air Stripper performance at
 the lower air/water ratio going forward even on a temporary basis until the air
 stripper blower problem gets resolved.


 


·         LGAC System:  The LGAC is the 3rd step and is provided to remove residual VOCs
 including those that are not too amenable to AOP or air stripping treatment.  I
 would not expect the LGAC system to be impacted in a short 24 hour test. However,
 if at some point, the overall treatment system will be operated with a sub-par air
 stripper for a more prolonged period of time until it is fixed, the above analysis
 would be helpful in assessing the potential impact on the LGAC usage/performance
 going forward until the air stripper blower problem is resolved.
 


Mike
Mike Grigorieff, P.E.
Senior Technologist
Industrial Systems Water & Process


 
CH2M HILL
6 Hutton Centre Dr., Suite 700
Santa Ana, CA 92707
PH  714.435.6306
Fax  714.424.2052
Mgrigori@ch2m.com
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From: Dean, Brian [mailto:Brian.Dean@aecom.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 11:38 AM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia; Mike Palmer; Grigorieff, Mike/SCO
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 
Air stripping does not treat pCBSA.  Air stripping was added to treat low concentration VOCs
 like methylene chloride and 1,2-DCA that are not readily oxidized or adsorbed by LGAC. 
 
The HiPOx system will treat the pCBSA. 
 


From: Wetmore, Cynthia [mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 11:29 AM
To: Mike Palmer; Dean, Brian; Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 
Agreed on robust system comment.  I am unfamiliar with the design requirements to assess
 whether the ISGS for the COCs will be met.  Maybe the VOCs are removed, but at the
 expense of pCBSA reduction.  I just don’t know. 
 
Mike G.?
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


From: Mike Palmer [mailto:mikepalmer@cox.net] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 10:51 AM
To: 'Dean, Brian'; Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com; Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 


Mike G and Cynthia
Do you agree?
Mike
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From: Dean, Brian [mailto:Brian.Dean@aecom.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 10:43 AM
To: Mike Palmer; Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com; Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 
With HiPOx in line, the lower air to water ratio should be fine in achieving the ISGS
 discharge requirements.  The three systems in series is a relatively robust treatment
 train.
 
Brian
 


From: Mike Palmer [mailto:mikepalmer@cox.net] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 10:11 AM
To: Dean, Brian; Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com; Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 


All
RE the Air stripper issue, Brian and I will address it offline. 
 We need to have all the information at hand and then we
 can make a recommendation to Montrose before
 proceeding.  Cynthia I will keep you posted as we progress
 but the flow rates from the blowers is unacceptable to me.  I
 agree with Brian we will not have this resolved  by next
 week. 
 
My question to the Brian is there a highly likelihood that with
 the Hip ox system online that we would be able to achieve
 our ISGS for the discharge?  If that is the case I would like
 to run the batch treatment to demonstrate that we can run
 all of the wells/run the treatment train.  I believe this is
 advantageous.  I realize if we don’t pass we would have to
 redo this test. 
 
Brian please let us know your thoughts.
Mike
 
 
From: Dean, Brian [mailto:Brian.Dean@aecom.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 9:25 AM
To: Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com; mikepalmer@cox.net; Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
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I think we can fix the cavitation problem by next Tuesday – it is a day of welding
 work.
 
It is unlikely that the air stripper issue can be fixed prior to functional testing.  We
 are not done fighting with QED yet.  Their blowers only did 2,000 to 2,300 cfm each
 during a dry test, so they never achieved 2,600 cfm even under low backpressure
 conditions.  The total pressure loss across the system is only 2” WC over the QED
 recommended range, and I seriously doubt that dropping 2” WC would allow the
 blowers to achieve the target flow. 
 
In any event, to install a booster blower, we would have to locate and procure an in-
stock model, build a small equipment pad, revise the steel piping, add a support, run
 conduit and wire between the blower and an empty bucket in the control room,
 install disconnect, and revise PLC program and screen controls.  It is not something
 that can be completed in 2 or 3 days. 
 
The actual air to water ratio is approximately 36:1.  The design air to water ratio
 from the Revised Basis of Design Report is 48:1.  Air to water ratios above 30 are
 generally required, and air to water ratios above 50 are typically recommended. 
 The difference in stripping efficiency between 36:1 and 48:1 is not that dramatic,
 but the design ratio was already at the low end of the recommended range.  We will
 continue to address this issue.
 
Brian    
 


From: Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com [mailto:Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2014 9:33 PM
To: Dean, Brian
Cc: jdinello@demaximis.com; mikepalmer@cox.net; Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 
Brian,
 
Thanks for the update. Based on some of the problems you noted below, it seems it
 will take a while to resolve them before functional testing can be done, e.g. getting
 the transfer pumps and air stripper issues resolved.  It doesn’t seem like batch
 testing next Tuesday is realistic.
 
Please advise.
 
Mike
Mike Grigorieff, P.E.
Senior Technologist
Industrial Systems Water & Process


 
CH2M HILL
6 Hutton Centre Dr., Suite 700
Santa Ana, CA 92707
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PH  714.435.6306
Fax  714.424.2052
Mgrigori@ch2m.com


 
 
 


From: Dean, Brian [mailto:Brian.Dean@aecom.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2014 6:01 PM
To: Mike Palmer; 'Wetmore, Cynthia'
Cc: Grigorieff, Mike/SCO; 'Jaime Dinello'
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 
It’s possible, although Tuesday would be a safer bet.  See below for today’s update:
 


·         Piping and conduit in the intersection complete with one exception; need to
 make connection to 2”x4” G-EW-3 piping.  Will make that connection
 tomorrow morning and pressure test.  Will begin backfilling the intersection
 with slurry tomorrow afternoon.


·         Installation of power and control wiring to MBFB-EW-1, BF-EW-1, and G-
EW-1, and UBA-EW-3 is 95% complete.  Will finish tomorrow morning and
 starting testing the controls.    


·         Fiber optic cable was pulled from Satellite #3 to the west end of 204th


 Street.  Will complete installation to control room tomorrow.
·         Will start pulling Satellite #2 fiber optic cable and G-EW-3 power and control


 wiring on Saturday.
·         Completed parking stall stenciling and wheel stop installation. 
·         Completed repaving of Normandie Ave between Stations 113+00 and


 116+00.
·         There are 3 transfer pumps that are not working properly:


o   Utility Tank pump 3650A was returned to the supplier for repair under
 warranty this morning (insufficient clearance between impellar and
 housing).


o   Both LGAC feed pumps 3660A and 3660B cavitate badly at flow rates
 in excess of 300 to 500 gpm.  The piping was installed per Drawings
 M-334 and M-513, but we may need to reduce the piping size from
 12” to 6” diameter closer to the feed tank or use eccentric reducers
 instead of concentric.  We are consulting with the pump supplier to
 get their opinion.


·         We measured 20” of water pressure loss between the air strippers and
 discharge stack, which is pretty low for three VGAC vessels, piping, valves,
 and duct heater.  Nonetheless, QED is claiming that this backpressure is too
 much for their blowers to achieve the design flow rate and is refusing to
 upgrade their blowers.  QED has recommended installation of a booster
 blower to achieve the target air flow rate of 5,200 cfm (two operating air
 strippers).        
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Brian
 


From: Mike Palmer [mailto:mikepalmer@cox.net] 
Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2014 5:00 PM
To: Dean, Brian; 'Wetmore, Cynthia'
Cc: Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com; 'Jaime Dinello'
Subject: RE: TGRS Update
 


Brian
Thanks are we still on for the batch testing on Monday?  Let
 us know since I believe Mike G is planning for that day.
Mike
 
 
From: Dean, Brian [mailto:Brian.Dean@aecom.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 19, 2014 11:39 PM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia; Mike Palmer
Cc: Mike.Grigorieff@CH2M.com; Jaime Dinello
Subject: TGRS Update
 
Activities completed today:
 


·         Continued welding piping in the intersection and installing conduit.  Expect
 to finish tomorrow.  Slurry backfill is scheduled for Friday.


·         Slurry backfilled 204th Street lateral today.  Will repave last 300 LF of
 Normandie Ave tomorrow.


·         Continued pulling wire in Normandie Ave and landing power/control cabling
 at wells/control room.  Will have additional crew tomorrow to pull Satellite
 #3 fiber optic cable.


·         Transported another 60 loads of clean soil today.  Down to last few loads.
·         Completed repaving around treatment plant today; see attached photos.
·         Jacob had a call with QED re: air stripper performance.  He asked them to fix


 air stripper performance at their own cost.
 
Brian
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